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ABSTRACT 
 
 Education policymakers at the national level have initiated reforms in K-12 
education for that past several years that have focused on teacher quality and teacher 
evaluation. More recently, reforms have included legislation that focuses on administrator 
quality as well. Included in far-reaching recent legislation in Arizona is a requirement 
that administrators be evaluated on a standards-based evaluation system that is linked to 
student outcomes. The end result is an annual summative measure of administrator 
effectiveness that impacts job retention. Because of this, Arizona administrators have 
become concerned about rapidly becoming proficient in the new evaluation systems. 
Administrators rarely have the explicit professional development opportunities they need 
to collaborate on a shared understanding of these new evaluation systems. 
 This action research study focused on a group of eight administrators in a small 
urban district grappling with a new, complex, and high-stakes administrator evaluation 
that is a component of an all-encompassing Teacher Incentive Fund Grant. An existing 
professional learning time was engaged to assist administrators in lessening their 
concerns and increasing their understanding and use of the evaluation instrument. 
Activities were designed to engage the administrators in dynamic, contextualized 
learning. Participants interacted in a group to interpret the meaning of the evaluation 
instrument share practical knowledge and support each other’s acquisition understanding. 
 Data were gathered with mixed methods. Administrators were given pre-and post-
surveys prior to and immediately after this six-week innovation. Formal and informal 
interviews were conduct throughout the innovation. Additionally, detailed records in the 
ii 
form of meeting records and a researcher journal were kept. Qualitative and quantitative 
data were triangulated to validate findings. 
 Results identified concerns and understanding of administrators as they attempted 
to come to a shared understanding of the new evaluation instrument. As a result of 
learning together, their concerns about the use of the instrument lessened. Other concerns 
however, remained or increased. Administrators found the process of the Administrator 
Learning Community valuable and felt their understanding and use of the instrument had 
increased. Intense concerns about the competing priorities and initiatives led to the 
administrators to consider a reevaluation of the competing initiatives. Implications from 
this study can be used to help other administrators and professional development 
facilitators grappling with common concerns. 
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Chapter 1  -  Introduction 
The more complex society gets, the more sophisticated leadership must become. 
(Fullen, 2001). 
 
Today’s principals must lead their schools to academic excellence in a very 
complex culture of educational reform. For the past 20 years, education and political 
leaders have sought to increase accountability and support for principals as one of the 
components of educational reform. Principal evaluation systems that identify effective 
principals and provide feedback are part of a wave of national and state legislation that 
emphasize individual principal accountability as an integral part of educator talent-
management strategies. Many principals will find their evaluations to be a process 
defined by measurement of the quality of their leadership practices and the impact of 
those practices on school conditions, school culture, instructional quality, and student 
achievement (Clifford, Hansen, & Wraight, 2012; Wahlstrom, Seashore, Leithwood, & 
Anderson, 2010; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). The seven school administrators 
in this research study are no exception. These administrators in a small, urban, high-needs 
district will begin the 2013-2014 school year with the implementation of a rigorous 
standards-based principal evaluation system that will be used to label their performance, 
reward them financially, and ultimately, make the decision for their retention.  
 On September 27, 2012, the United States Department of Education announced 
the winners of the latest round of the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF 4) grant. The 35 
national winners were selected from a pool of 120 applicants. Maricopa Education 
Service Agency (MCESA) was awarded the third largest grant of $57,876,323 for a 5-
year project with the goal of “…Rewarding Excellence in Instruction and Leadership – 
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The Next Generation (REIL-TNG) advancing a human capital management system 
(HCMS) that is centered on a performance-based compensation system (PBCS) that 
significantly links educator effectiveness to student outcomes” (U.S. DOE, 2012). In 
order to be eligible for the grant, the participating Local Education Agencies (LEAs) 
must serve high needs populations. High needs populations are defined as populations 
with 50% or more of the students eligible for free and reduced lunch. The seven site-
based administrators in this study are placed in four of the 45 high needs schools that are 
co-recipients with the education service agency. “Challenged,” “overwhelmed,” 
“intimidated,” “uncertain,” and “scared to death” are words that have been used by 
current site based administrators in this district to describe the emotions evoked by the 
news that they will be evaluated using both a standards-based rubric and student scores.  
Historical Context of Principals’ Role in Educational Reform 
The TIF grants are one of many national educational reform measures that have 
sprung up recently in an attempt to evaluate educator effectiveness by using student 
achievement data. In actuality, the TIF grants are the latest in a long succession of 
attempts to define, measure, and evaluate educator quality.  
President Lyndon Johnson declared a “War on Poverty” in 1965. The Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the most far-reaching federal legislation affecting 
education ever passed by Congress, was a significant component of the war on poverty. 
ESEA funds primary and secondary education. It sets high standards for accountability, 
provides for equal access, and focuses on eliminating achievement gaps between 
students. The funding provides for professional development, resources, materials, and 
parental engagement. ESEA has been reauthorized numerous times since 1965. For close 
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to 20 years, little empirical research was conducted on the role of the principal in student 
achievement. According to Edwin Bridges (1982), the idea proposed at that time that 
principals needed to be “instructional leaders” had neither been defined as a concept nor 
were the related assumptions explicit. 
In 1983, the report, A Nation at Risk was published (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education, 1983). The report stated, “…the educational foundations of our 
society are presently being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very 
future as a Nation and a people. What was unimaginable a generation ago has begun to 
occur-- others are matching and surpassing our educational attainments” (p. 1). The 
ensuing furor brought a host of new players, ideas, and agendas to the educational reform 
movement. As a result, the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA required states to adopt 
standards-based systems that would be used to measure the achievement of all students. 
The intent was to raise the level of teaching and learning for students of poverty. The 
quest to discover how to improve schools and increase student learning continued. A 
body of literature known as effective schools research emerged. The effective schools 
research echoed the construct that principals should be instructional leaders (Lezotte, 
1989; Levine &Lezotte, 1995). There was still considerable ambiguity defining the role 
and the subsequent impact on student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 2010).  
 With this new concentration on standards and accountability, the conversation 
once again turned to the quality of the teachers and administrators in the schools. 
Reformers sought to use standards and standard-based evaluations to measure the 
effectiveness of teachers and administrators. The federal government, under the direction 
of President George W. Bush, once again entered the fray with the passage of No Child 
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Left Behind (NCLB, 2001). This legislation greatly expanded the role of the federal 
government in public education. The primary focus of NCLB was to improve the 
academic achievement of students in low-performing schools. Important provisions of 
NCLB related to raising student achievement were the increased focus on standards, 
assessment systems, accountability measures, and highly qualified teachers and 
principals. NCLB was explicit in defining highly qualified teachers, but there was no 
clear articulation of what defines a highly qualified principal.  
Current Context of Principal Evaluation in Educational Reform 
A sweeping change in how education was funded and teacher/principal quality 
measured came with the 2008 presidential election. President Obama signed the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) into law on February 19, 
2009. ARRA provided over $4 billion for competitive Race to the Top (RTTP) grants. 
The language in the grant defined an effective principal as follows: 
Effective principal means a principal whose students, overall and for each 
subgroup, achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in an academic 
year) of student growth (as defined in this notice). States, Legal Education 
Authority (LEAs), or schools must include multiple measures, provided that 
principal effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as 
defined in this notice). Supplemental measures may include, for example, high 
school graduation rates and college enrollment rates, as well as evidence of 
providing supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong instructional 
leadership, and positive family and community engagement. (Department of 
Education, 2009, p. 12) 
 The effectiveness of a principal is clearly defined with regards to student growth. 
How to define and measure supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong 
instructional leadership, and positive family and community engagement is more 
ambiguous. In 1995, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), a 
program of the Council of Chief State School Officers, a consortium of 24 state 
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educational agencies and 11 professional organizations, was organized to create a set of 
standards for educational leaders that reflected the practice, experience, and research at 
the time. The six standards established performance goals for effective leadership. 
Knowledge, dispositions, and performance indicators were identified for each standard. 
The first Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards were 
published in 1996 and were revised in 2008 based upon new research and the changing 
role of the principal. The 2008 revision included six standards and 26 corresponding 
functions (Appendix A). 
Local Context of Principal Evaluation Educational Reform 
Arizona was unsuccessful in its first and second bids for RTTP grant funds. 
Despite the lack of success, the legislature was committed to creating new guidelines for 
teacher and principal evaluation in compliance with the ideology of the new leadership in 
the United States Department of Education. As a result, Senate Bill 1040 (SB-1040) was 
passed by the legislature and signed into law by the governor in May of 2010. SB-1040 
mandates that: 
The State Board of Education adopt and maintain a model framework for a 
teacher and principal evaluation instrument that includes quantitative data on 
student academic progress that accounts for between thirty-three percent and fifty 
percent of the evaluation outcomes.  School districts and charter schools shall use  
an instrument that meets the data requirements established by the State Board of 
Education to annually evaluate individual teachers and principals beginning in 
school year 2012-2013. (Arizona SB-1040, 2010) 
 
 On December 23, 2011, Arizona was awarded $25 million in RTTP funds. In 
April of 2012, the governor signed House Bill 2823 (Arizona HB-2823) changing the 
evaluation and principal classification system. HB-2823 requires districts/Local 
Education Authorities (LEAs) to develop and adopt standards-based evaluation 
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instruments that include the performance classifications of “highly effective,” “effective,” 
“developing,” and “ineffective” as well as professional development aligned to the 
evaluation instrument and incentives for principals in the two highest categories along 
with consequences and support for principals in the lowest performance classification. 
The Arizona legislature clearly mandated that principals would be evaluated using 
standards-based evaluation instruments. 
 During the time the state legislature was mandating sweeping changes to teacher 
and principal evaluations, Maricopa County Education Service Agency (MCESA), under 
the direction of the county superintendent, submitted an application for a federal grant 
under the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) program- round 3. The proposal was the product 
of an alliance of the county service agency and six high needs school districts to 
“…systematically implement and sustain a Performance Based Evaluation Management 
System” (MCESA, 2010). The Rewarding Excellence in Instruction and Leadership 
(REIL) Alliance was awarded a five-year, $51.5 million dollar grant with a goal of 
building the capacity of educators to improve student learning. This was to be 
accomplished through “…rigorous, fair and transparent educator evaluations, targeted 
professional learning, tools for measuring student success, establishment of multiple 
career pathways, and sustainable, differential, performance-based compensation” 
(MCESA, 2010). The REIL goal was to be accomplished following a model of change as 
seen in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Achieving REIL Change Theory Model as articulated by MCESA.  
Retrieved from: http://mcesa.schoolwires.net/Page/86. Used with permission. 
  
 In October of 2012, MCESA and seven Legal Education Authorities (LEA) 
partners were awarded a TIF 4 grant of $57.8 million. Fifty-three percent of the monies 
provides for strategic compensation for educators. REIL The Next Generation (REIL-
TNG) is an iteration of the 2010 TIF 3 grant. 
 Principals will be categorized with the state mandated labels of ineffective, 
developing, effective, and highly effective according to the REIL building-level 
administrator evaluation model shown as seen in Figure 2. This model illustrates that 
50% of a principal’s “REIL Score” will be comprised of a composite score based on three 
evaluations that are scored using the Leading Observation Instrument (LdOI). The other 
50% of the principal evaluation is comprised of value-added student growth data as 
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measured by district/LEA benchmark assessments and the state summative assessment 
student data. Value-added models (VAM) are statistical formulas that estimate the 
contributions of teachers and other educational factors to student achievement. They 
control for “…non-school sources of student achievement growth, including, for 
example, family education, social capital, and household income” (Meyer, 2012). There 
is a substantial push for using VAM for identifying teacher/principal effectives by 
measuring student growth. Many educational researchers strongly caution against using 
VAM to make high stakes decisions related to teacher and principal performance. VAM 
assume that student learning is accurately measured by a given test, is influenced 
primarily by the individual teacher, and is independent of the influence of prior 
schooling, peer achievement, curriculum, and other school factors. Recent research has 
shown that gains in student achievement are influenced by many factors other than an 
individual teacher and the gains for a given teacher vary from class to class and year to 
year (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012; Jordan, 
Ashkanasy, & Haertel, 2013; Braun, 2005).  
 I could find few studies that specifically address using VAM in measuring 
principal effectiveness. One study concluded that it is unclear how to best estimate the 
value added measure of a principal to student learning in a comprehensive and rigorous 
way.  The researchers cited the inability to isolate a principal’s value added from the 
contributions of other staff as a major concern (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2009). 
States such as Arizona, Florida, and Ohio have legislated the use of student assessment 
scores as a measure of principal effectiveness despite a lack of evidence that supports the 
validity of VAM methodology (Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Murphy, 2009).  
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The LdOI is an observation tool to be used as part of a performance-based 
evaluation system and was constructed by Arizona administrators from six LEAs and 
MCESA using the 2008 Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards for 
School Leaders (ISLLC; CCSSO, 2008), the Ontario Principals’ Council Leadership 
Study (Consortium for Research on Emotional Intelligence in Organizations, 2005), In-
TASC Model Core Teaching Standards (CCSSO, 2011), Arizona’s Standards and 
Rubrics for School Improvement (ADE, 2005), and The Wallace Foundation: Assessing 
the Effectiveness of School Leaders: New Directions and New Processes (2009) .  
The current national popularity of policy that favors using standards-based 
evaluation systems for principals does have some basis in research. One study that used a 
standards-based evaluation created from the ISLLC Standards to determine principal 
effectiveness found that principals who scored higher on the standards-based rubric had 
higher student achievement scores as well. The study involved 160 schools. Of these 
schools, 44 were high schools, 5 were primary schools (preK-4), 61 were elementary 
schools (preK-5), and 50 were middle schools. The principals in this study had more than 
five years of experience to better control for their effect on student achievement. The 
study also found that the common language found in the ISLLC based rubric helped 
school leaders better articulate their job and was an accurate approach to defining 
principals’ levels of performance (Kaplan, Owings, & Nunnery, 2005). The Vanderbilt 
Assessment of Leadership Education (VAL-ED) is one of the most widely used and 
respected measurements of principal performance. It too, is based upon the ISLLC 
standards. It provides a 360-degree view of the effectiveness of a principal. Evidence is 
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gathered from supervisors, teachers, and principals and is synthesized to provide a 360-
degree view of the effectiveness of a principal (Lane & Horner, 2010). 
The LdOI was guided by research and was created using the ISLLC standards. It 
offers site-administrators (principals and assistant principals) evaluative feedback in five 
distinct settings. They are illustrated in Figure 2. There are 22 distinct elements that are 
scored on a 0 to 4 rubric scale. The levels are all considered levels of performance, with 
no one level identified as proficient. Observation, documentation, and survey results are 
used as evidence to score a principal/assistant principal. The superintendent, assistant 
superintendent, or a combination of district level administrators observe and evaluate the 
principals. The principals, in turn, evaluate their assistant principals. All evaluators must 
complete 30 hours of training on the LdOI that includes scoring calibration with certified 
evaluators. In addition, evaluators are assessed for reliability on scoring to ensure inter-
rater reliability. 
The LdOI is not intended to be a checklist for evaluation, but rather be used as 
part of a performance-based evaluation system that recognizes excellence and supports 
the professional growth of building-level administrators to meet the requirements set 
forth in HB-2823. The frameworks are sufficiently detailed to describe effective 
leadership and broad enough to allow for the range of contexts applicable to principals 
and assistant principals. The research identified practices of actions, behaviors, and 
functions the competencies of skills, knowledge, and attitudes are embedded within the 
five settings as articulated in Figure 2 (MCESA, 2010). The weighted percentage of each 
rubric setting is also indicated. Administrators are observed and scripted eight times in a 
variety of settings over a school year. They receive multiple ratings on the 22 elements 
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within the 5 rubrics. They participate in three post-conferences where they share 
documentation which is also scored. Data are combined at the end of the year to 
determine a summative performance score.  
If the research is correct, there should be a correlational relationship between the 
scores the administrators receive on the LdOI and their student achievement scores. 
Principals will receive differentiated professional development related to their scores that 
is designed to increase their capacity to impact student achievement. If site administrators 
score poorly, they will receive intervention in the form of professional development, 
mentoring, or coaching in the areas of weakness. There are two REIL-TNG Principal 
Coaches available to all seven LEAs to assist in principal support. Figure 2 articulates the 
breakdown of the components of the LdOI percentages and the student growth 
component that comprises the REIL Score for the administrators. 
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Figure 2. Building-Level Administrator REIL Score (2014-2018) as articulated by 
MCESA .  Retrieved from: http://mcesa.schoolwires.net/. Used with permission. 
Principal Evaluation in Research Study District: Past and Present 
 The research study district is a small urban district of four schools set in a six-
mile radius of office, retail, and manufacturing infrastructure. The district is known for 
being innovative. The students attend class for 200 days, one of the longest school years 
in the United States. It is the recipient of multiple grants and national and state awards for 
leadership in raising student achievement. The Rodel Foundation has recognized ten 
teachers and one principal as exemplary. The district has a B rating from the state. The 
state ranking system is an A to F scale. B districts demonstrate 70% of students passing 
the state summative test with above average student growth as compared to most Arizona 
schools. 
I joined the district in the summer of 2012 as a district level administrator. My 
official title was Academic Coaching and Evaluation Coordinator. This position was 
created as a direct result of a prior standards-based teacher evaluation innovation that 
resulted in a partnership with MCESA and the REIL-TNG (REIL-The Next Generation). 
The prior innovation facilitated a move from a binary teacher evaluation system of 
“meets expectations (ME)” or “below expectations (BE)” to a packaged, standards-based 
evaluation system from a nationally recognized education service agency. This move was 
inspired by the responses to a doctoral study that surveyed the principals and teachers 
about effectiveness and the limitations of the then current evaluation system. As the 
principals used and reflected upon the new teacher evaluation system, several concerns 
surfaced. One of the major concerns was the lack of alignment to other district reforms 
occurring at the same time. Other high level concerns were the amount of time it took to 
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use the evaluation system, the different trainings and interpretations across schools, the 
lack of training for principals, and serious concerns about the rubrics themselves. In the 
end, the concerns outweighed any positives. The teacher evaluation system was discarded 
and the MCESA REIL system was adopted as the replacement because it was more 
explicit, was more closely aligned with current reform initiatives, and had a student data 
management system plan in place (Canelake, 2012). 
The principal evaluation system did not receive the same scrutiny as the teacher 
evaluation system during this time. The current HR Director considered the evaluation 
instrument used a “legacy document.” It had been in place upon his arrival in 2009 and 
he was unsure as to its origin. He also shared that there was little specificity and it was 
not as useful as it might be. The evaluation instrument identified 8 domains and 35 
indicators (Appendix B). The document was used to evaluate all school and district 
administrators. It too, was a binary system. The terms “satisfactory (S)” or “not 
satisfactory (N)” were used to indicate proficiency.  
My role as a district administrator was to support principals and teachers during 
first year implementation of the new teacher evaluation system. I provided information 
and some professional development to teachers and principals related to the teacher 
evaluation instrument. I assisted in teacher evaluations and acted as a liaison between 
MCESA and my district. I helped to ensure inter-rater reliability by conducting 
“calibration cadres” with all administrators in supervisory positions at the school and 
district level. I also facilitated the Teacher Evaluation Advisory Team. Because this was a 
new position, my role evolved and changed as I gained new knowledge and insight into 
the REIL teacher/principal evaluation system and the needs of the district.  
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Just six months after I became a district employee, I accepted a position with 
MCESA as a Field Specialist. I applied for and accepted this position in order to continue 
my work with the district and MCESA through the implementation of a Human Capital 
Management System based on a performance-based evaluation system designed to 
attract, place, retain, sustain, and support highly effective teachers and administrators 
(MCESA, 2010). As a Field Specialist, I serve as the main communication conduit 
between the MCESA REIL-TNG management team and the district. My job is to 
facilitate communication and stakeholder involvement, ensure rigorous, fair and 
transparent educator evaluations, design and deliver job-embedded professional 
development, and manage and support career pathway options (MCESA, 2010).  
 One of my most important roles related to the performance-based evaluation 
system has been that of a co-observer of teachers with site and district evaluators. I also 
designed and conducted professional development for teachers based upon the 
observation instruments. Because the first year focus was on using the new teacher 
evaluation system, there was little to no explicit training on the standards-based, Leading 
Observation Instrument (LdOI) for principals and assistant principals. The focus of my 
study is the implementation of an Administrator Professional Learning Community 
(APLC) to meet the professional development needs of administrators as they begin first 
year implementation of the LdOI. 
The move from a binary instrument to a standards-based instrument for principals 
and assistant principals is a huge paradigm shift. I had the opportunity to both participate 
in and observe the adoption and pilot implementation of the MCESA REIL teacher 
evaluation system during the 2012-2013 school year, first in my role as a district 
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administrator and now as Field Specialist. The 2013-2014 school year will be the first 
year of principal evaluation using the LdOI. I have informally interviewed and observed 
principals in a variety of settings to get a sense of any challenges and concerns they might 
have related to their evaluation instrument.  
Principals identified the time necessary to effectively study, understand, and 
utilize a standards-based system as a concern. Principals have multiple requirements from 
other reform initiatives that were in effect before MCESA REIL adoption. The 
implementation of the four-hour block of English language instruction, Teach for 
Success, Common Core Standards, Everyone a Reader, Macro Math, and Early Warning 
System are just a few of the district initiatives that compete for attention. These initiatives 
not initially aligned to the new evaluation system constrain their time and energy. Every 
principal is impacted in some way by these initiatives. Each of these initiatives is 
valuable individually. However, the implementation of them all at the same time has the 
potential to leave principals feeling as if they have been taken by storm, overwhelmed, 
and uncertain as to priorities. They may also try to cope with a false sense of urgency 
(Kotter, 2011). In other words, there is the distinct possibility that they may face change 
fatigue. Change fatigue is often a result of the perception of individuals within an 
organization with frequent change initiatives that changes are not discrete events with a 
beginning and end. Rather, individuals experience fatigue and an increase in anxiety due 
to the perception that change is unpredictable (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006).  
There had been no training or professional development implemented for principals 
and assistant principals related to their evaluation instrument, the LdOI, prior to this 
innovation. The principals in prior years received coaching during and after walkthroughs 
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with mentor coach principals from an outside professional development provider. Rubrics 
and forms were used to score principals on walkthrough and coaching data. There was no 
direct match to the new evaluation instrument. The conversations are held with principals 
at their site. There is no format for sharing or collaboration between principals. I have 
been with them when they shared their walkthrough coaching data with each other 
informally by saying, “How’d you do?” The conversation was not about changing 
practices or deepening understanding, but about compliance and the inability to score at a 
proficient or high level according to the rubric.  
This year, principals and assistant principals will be evaluated according to the 
rubrics of the LdOI. Their resulting scores will count towards both performance pay and 
their label of effectiveness as required by current state legislation. The LdOI requires 
observations of principals in multiple settings that have not been previously observed or 
evaluated. Multiple data sources and artifacts are also used as evidence for scoring. 
Principals exhibited a great concern for “doing it right” during informal conversations 
about the new evaluation system. The comments made by administrators as they 
discussed the upcoming implementation such as “scared to death,” “challenged,” 
“overwhelmed,” “intimidated,” and “uncertain” suggest a very personal level of concern 
regarding the implementation of the LdOI. The district hired four new site administrators 
who had never seen the LdOI for this school year. One of the new principals has had no 
previous experience in administration. Her assistant principal is inexperienced as well. 
The district office administrator who evaluates the principals has had no experience 
evaluating administrators and received little to no training on the LdOI prior to this study. 
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The implementation of the LdOI has the potential to cause a great deal of stress in the 
absence of sufficient time for professional learning during initial implementation.  
The REIL-TNG grant requires that administrators receive ongoing, specific 
professional development related to the LdOI. An Administrator Professional Learning 
Community (APLC) informed by research and based upon the LdOI has the potential to 
decrease the levels of concern, facilitate implementation, and measure possible changes 
in the levels of use of the LdOI by site administrators during first year implementation.  
The focus of this study was to identify any changes in the concerns of 
administrators and their levels of use of the LdOI as they participated in an Administrator 
Professional Learning Community (APLC) that was designed to be needs based, 
collaborative, ongoing, and based upon the LdOI rubric. I anticipated that if the 
innovation of the APLC was successful, the administrators would experience changes in 
their perceptions, stages of concern, and levels of use of the LdOI as they constructed a 
common understanding of the standards-based rubrics. It was my hope that the stages of 
concern of the administrators would decrease and their levels of use of the LdOI increase. 
I further anticipated changes in my understanding of how to design constructivist sessions 
that built upon the expertise of experienced administrators as I facilitated the learning of 
administrators during the APLC sessions. 
Research Questions 
It was essential that the professional development for the principals and assistant 
principals was meaningful and effective in order to ensure that the LdOI was utilized as a 
tool for professional growth as well as evaluation. My sphere of influence was with the 
seven site administrators, the Director of Human Resources (Assistant Superintendent), 
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the Director of Teaching and Learning, and the Superintendent. It was important to be 
mindful of the many competing priorities and initiatives already in place and work 
closely with administrators to implement the innovation of a collaboratively designed 
Professional Learning Community that aligned the implementation of the LdOI to district 
initiatives and is embedded in site administrators’ daily practices.  Support for this 
innovation was enlisted from the district Assistant Superintendent, the two returning 
principals, the Director of Teaching and Learning, and my supervisor at MCESA. It was 
important that my positionality, the many other district initiatives that compete for time, 
and the needs of the participants were taken into consideration during the planning of this 
innovation. The implementation of this Administrator Professional Learning Community 
innovation based on the LdOI stretched and tested my skills as a researcher, change 
leader, and facilitator. The research questions for this study are: 
1. How, and to what extent, do administrators’ concerns about and levels of use 
of the Leading Observation Instrument (LdOI) evolve as they participate in 
professional development embedded in an Administrator Professional 
Learning Community (APLC)? 
2. What changes in administrators’ perceptions and practices occur as a result of 
participation in the APLC? 
3. How do I facilitate this collaborative professional development model?  
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Chapter 2  -  Literature Review 
The idea that principals make a difference to the quality of schools and the level 
of student learning is neither new nor controversial. Researchers have been studying 
instructional leadership for more than a decade to determine if, and to what extent, it 
affects student learning. These studies suggested that principal leadership is second only 
to the quality of the teacher in the classroom as the most powerful school level predictor 
of student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003; 
Wahlstrom et al., 2010). The Wallace Foundation’s Learning for Leadership Project’s, 
Review of Research: How Leadership Influences Learning, also indicated that impact of 
leadership is greatest in schools serving students with the greatest need. Research 
indicates that virtually no successful school turn-around has happened without 
intervention from an effective leader (Wahlstrom et al., 2010).  
So, research affirms the idea that leadership matters to student achievement. But 
how is effective school leadership defined? Wahlstrom et al. (2010) list five leadership 
practices essential for effective school leadership: (1) shaping a vision of high 
expectations and academic success for all students; (2) creating a safe and collaborative 
climate for learning; (3) cultivating distributed leadership; (4) improving instruction, and 
(5) managing people, resources, and data for school improvement. 
Policy makers identify evaluating and developing principals as important to 
increasing student achievement, yet there are few available studies on principal 
evaluation practices. The studies that exist suggest that principals view evaluation of 
limited value due to the cursory, inconsistent nature of administration, the lack of 
feedback and professional development, nonalignment to standards and school 
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improvement initiatives, and little evidence that the instruments are valid and reliable 
(Condon & Clifford, 2010; Goldring et al., 2009; Heck & Marcoulides, 1996; Thomas, 
Holdaway, & Ward, 2000; Portin, Feldman, & Knapp, 2006). 
States began to reform principal evaluation as they prepared to receive Race To 
The Top funding despite the limited research. The resulting new evaluation systems 
placed an emphasis on using research-based standards. According to Kimball, 
Milanowski, and McKinney (2009), standards based principal evaluations are based on 
the research and practices of standards-based teacher evaluations and are grounded in 
research or leadership qualities/process supporting teachers, include rubrics that specify 
multiple levels of performance, and serve as the foundation for a coordinated human 
resource management system for principals.  
Research suggests that standards-based evaluations are useful only if they 
measure what they are designed to measure, are fair, are seen as a tool for professional 
growth, reinforce the district’s core goals, provide actionable feedback on what matters 
most, and foster a culture of continuous improvement. Strong, trusting, and collaborative 
relationships between principals and district office evaluators, multiple sources of 
evidence collection, and ongoing training for evaluators and administrators have also 
been identified as important drivers for successful implementation (Davis, Kearney, 
Sanders, Thomas, & Leon, 2011; Clifford & Ross, 2011; Goldring et al., 2009).  
The full implementation of the new principal/assistant principal evaluation system 
will require a change in practice for these site-based administrators and their district 
evaluators. This change in practice must be accelerated because the evaluations this year 
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are high stakes and count towards the administrator’s performance classification. I will be 
the change facilitator in my role as Field Specialist.  
In this chapter, the social learning theory is explored as the theoretical framework 
underpinning this study. A social constructivist framework informs the lens through 
which the conceptual theories of the diffusion of innovation, effective professional 
development, and change literature are reviewed. The research literature on the diffusion 
of innovations, effective professional development, and implementation of change is 
reviewed as a context for the APLC intervention. In addition, the stages of concern 
during change implementation and the role of a change facilitator are examined through a 
review of the literature in order to begin to construct a framework to answer my research 
questions. 
Theoretical Frame 
Social Learning Theory 
 Because I believe that learning is social and contextual in nature, my professional 
development innovation is based on the theoretical perspective of social constructivism. 
This professional development model was studied from the view that people struggle to 
make sense of change and construct meaning in social contexts, and that learning is 
active, contextual, and social in nature (Vygotsky, 1978). Social learning is a theory of 
learning that is grounded in the work of Lev Vygotsky. The theories of Vygotsky are the 
foundations for social constructivist learning theories.  
Constructivist learning theory postulates that learning is an active process. The 
learner is engaged in constructing knowledge through interaction with the physical world 
and social situations in a cultural and linguistic environment (Taber, 2006). 
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Social learning theory emphasizes the collaborative nature of learning. Vygotsky 
(1978) believed that learning did not occur outside of social contexts, unlike Piaget, who 
theorized that learning was an accumulation and assimilation of knowledge that occurred 
individually. Vygotsky believed that learning occurred first on a social level between 
people (intermental) and then on an individual level (intramental). This concept is known 
as social origin of mental functions. He further theorized that his transfer of learning from 
social behavior to internalization requires mediation, a prolonged, extensive, and 
complex process that requires interaction between two or more people. Mediation occurs 
through use of semiotic, psychological, or material tools and cultural symbolic systems. 
This internalization or learning must also take place in a social context that is goal 
oriented (psychological systems) and be focused on unity of behavior and consciousness 
or, the interrelationships with other functions (e.g., emotions; Eun, 2008; Levykh, 2008).  
He theorized two developmental levels: actual development, the level the learner 
has already reached, and potential development, the level of learning the learner is 
capable of reaching with guidance from teachers or peers. This level, called the Zone of 
Proximal Development or ZPD, is the level at which learning takes place (Vygotsky, 
1978). In a social learning context, ZPD is theorized to be the space created between a 
more knowledgeable /competent other (expert) and a less knowledgeable/competent other 
(learner). The idea of ZPD postulates that individuals learn and internalize new concepts 
and skills when working to collaboratively solve problems with more 
knowledgeable/skilled persons. After completing a task collaboratively, the learner will 
likely be capable of completing the same task independently the next time (Shabani, 
Khatib, & Ebadi, 2010). 
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Scaffolding is the term used to identify the guidance provided by the expert to 
assist the learner as he/she increases in knowledge, skills, and capacity (Bruner, 1975, as 
cited in Eun, 2008). Scaffolding is primarily dialogic and emphasizes the construction of 
learning by both the expert and the novice (Shabani et al., 2010). 
Collective scaffolding is a type of scaffolding where there is no distinction 
between expert(s) and novice(s). All participants provide guidance and support equally to 
collectively move learners beyond their individual competencies (Eun, 2008). The idea 
that all participants are transformed regardless of their status as expert or novice is a basic 
premise to ZPD and social learning theory.  
In the Administrator Professional Learning Community (APLC) setting, each 
participant was engaged in constructing both individual and corporate understanding of 
the LdOI and implementation. Each participant had a different ZPD regarding the LdOI 
due to his or her levels of administrative experience. Inexperienced administrators’ 
understanding of the contexts and rubrics of the LdOI may increase as they engaged in 
facilitated collective scaffolding activities with more experienced others. This collective 
scaffolding assists in the process of administrators moving through the stages of ZPD as 
they participate in the APLC intervention. Due to the limited time constraints of this 
research study, administrators moving to either the automatization or the recursive stages 
was not observed. Figure 3 illustrates the four stages of ZPD as articulated by Tharpe and 
Gallimore (1988). For this study, the APLC was the context for building capacity in the 
first stage and second stages. Dialogue between more experienced principals and lesser 
experienced principals and assistant principals assisted in collective scaffolding. The 
reflection opportunities of the APLC and opportunities to practice at each administrator’s 
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site facilitated self-assistance in the second stage and a move towards internalization and 
automatization. 
 
 
Figure 3. The four stages of Zone of Proximal Development. Adapted from Vygotsky, 
1978. 
 
 
 
 Figure 4 represents the professional development activities potentially used in an 
APLC based on the LdOI with Vygotsky’s social learning theory as the theoretical 
framework. The table identifies the opportunities/settings, an overview of possible 
strategies used to facilitate the movement of participants from interpersonal to 
intrapersonal learning (Shabani et al., 2010; Eun, 2008; Vygotsky, 1978; Warford, 2011). 
The transfer of learning to internalization is mediated by direct learning, role-playing of 
scenarios, collegial dialogue, and reflection as the LdOI rubrics are explored and clarified 
(Hord, 2008; Rogoff, 2008; Showers & Joyce, 1996). The specific measurement tools 
such as the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ), Levels of Use Branching Interview 
(LoU), and One-legged Interviews of the Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) 
were used to understand the administrators’ emotional state related to the LdOI and 
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facilitate the movement of administrators to intrapersonal learning and higher ZPD stages 
by designing goal oriented learning sessions in the social setting of the APLC. The 
literature related to CBAM is reviewed in a later section. 
 
 
 
Professional Development Setting/Activity 
Social Learning Theoretical 
Concept 
 Regularly scheduled APLC meetings 
 Mentoring/partnering opportunities 
 Study groups 
 
Social Interaction- ZPD Stage I 
 Concerns Based Adoption Model CBAM 
Stages of Concern Questionnaire, (SoC), 
Levels of Use Branching Interview, 
(LoU) 
 
Psychological Systems 
 Continuous follow-up support 
 Site visits 
 One-Legged Interviews 
 Coaching-supportive feedback 
 Material resources (research articles, 
videos, etc.) 
 
 
Mediation-ZPD Stages I & II 
 Journal writing 
 Reflective activities/self-assessment 
(LdOI) 
 Self-selected research/reading 
 
 
Internalization 
Figure 4.  Theoretical framework for APLC. 
 
  A more rapid and successful implementation of the LdOI by administrators was 
the intention of the design, structure, and the activities of the APLC sessions aligned to 
Vygotsky’s ZPD learning theory. The use of this theoretical framework should facilitate 
the diffusion or implementation of the LdOI as a change initiative taking place in a social 
system or setting. 
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Conceptual and Methodological Frame 
Diffusion of Innovations 
Roger’s book, Diffusion of Innovations (1995), outlines theoretical perspectives 
about the concept of diffusion. Rogers defines diffusion as “…a kind of social change, 
the process by which alteration occurs in the structure and function of a social system” (p. 
6). Rogers goes on to identify adoption of innovations as the process by which this 
alteration occurs. He outlines four influencing factors for the adoption: (1) the innovation 
itself; (2) the communication channels used to disseminate information about the 
innovation; (3) time; and (4) the nature of the society in which the innovation is 
introduced. He also lists four theories related to the diffusion of innovations: the 
innovation-decision process theory, the individual innovativeness theory, the rate of 
adoption theory, and the theory of perceived attributes. 
Roger’s (1995) theory of innovation-decision process states that adopters must 
learn about the innovation, be persuaded as to the qualities of the innovation, make the 
decision to adopt, and then implement the innovation. The district has already adopted 
the implementation of a standards-based evaluation system. The leaders of the district are 
innovators and risk takers and have recruited principals and assistant principals who are 
of like mind. Because of this, the added innovation of an APLC was accepted by the 
administrators as a way to learn about the evaluation system.  
The individual innovativeness theory posits that innovations are adopted at 
different times by different types of innovators. Rogers (1995) identifies innovators as 
one of the following: risk-takers or pioneers who lead the way (2.5 %), early adopters 
who spread the word (13%), early (34%), and late majority (34%) adopters, and laggards 
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who resist adoption (16%). The theory states the rate of adoption will follow an s-curve 
graph pattern of slow rate of adoption at the beginning, followed by a pattern of 
acceleration that steadies, slows, and then tapers towards decline.  
The theory of perceived attributes postulates that individuals will be more likely 
to adopt an innovation when they are convinced that the innovation demonstrates an 
advantage over the status quo, is compatible with existing practices, is not overly 
complex, has trialability, and achieves concrete, observable results (Rogers, 1995). 
The communication channels that I used are already built into the system. The 
administrators have begun to forge strong relationships with each other and they 
communicate regularly in bi-weekly meetings, through emails and personal visits. I used 
these same communication strategies. The theory of perceived attributes informed 
another communication topic important to my intervention’s success. Even though the 
LdOI is already adopted for use, administrators need to believe that it is better than what 
was in place prior to adoption. This is a small group of administrators. Because the 
implementation of the LdOI must take place this year, the risk-takers and early adopters 
needed to be identified and strategies planned that facilitated the adoption of the LdOI by 
any reluctant or resistant administrators. Role models such as the HR Director and the 
experienced principals were vital to building the capacity and understanding of the new 
administrators during our APLC meetings. Even with the support of early adopters and 
risk-takers, it was imperative to design APLC sessions that followed best practices for 
effective professional development to facilitate a timely implementation by all 
administrators. 
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Effective Principal Professional Development and Professional Learning 
Communities 
Learning organizations are organizations where people continually expand their 
capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns 
of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people 
are continually learning how to learn together. (Senge, 1990) 
 
 There is a growing body of research on effective professional development for  
teachers, but there is a striking paucity of corresponding research on effective 
professional development for principals (Blank & de la Alas, 2009). Much of the 
empirical support for existing professional development constructs is the self-reported 
perceptions of principals (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe & Meyerson, 2005; 
Lutrick & Szabo, 2012). Guskey (2003) also found little evidence to support the lists of 
attributes describing effective professional development for principals due to little 
agreement among researchers and practitioners regarding criteria for effectiveness, the 
complexity of and variance of professional development contexts, and the multifarious 
characteristics that influence effectiveness. Even so, Marzano et al. (2005) in their meta-
analysis of the research related to school leadership that works identified effective 
professional development for principals to be long term, planned, job embedded, 
reflective, collaborative, and focused on student achievement. This meta-analysis 
involved 69 studies and 2,802 schools. Learning Forward’s Standards for Professional 
Development echo these indicators and add that principals should regularly visit one 
another’s schools and critique and support one another (NSDC, 2000). The review of the 
literature funded by the Wallace Foundation added problem-based learning (PBL) and 
collegial learning networks, such as communities of practice to provide support for 
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problem-solving to the list of suggested practices (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe & 
Meyerson, 2005). Other studies suggest that professional development for principals 
should be also aligned with district initiatives (Evans & Mohr, 1999; Lambert, 2006). The 
criteria listed in these studies are similar to many of the criteria indicated in the literature 
for Professional Learning Communities. 
Professional Learning Communities (PLC) have been a part of the school reform 
and professional development landscape for many years. There is no universal definition 
of PLC, but a general consensus exists that PLC are groups of people sharing and 
examining their practice in an ongoing, reflective, collaborative, inclusive, learning 
focused way with the goal of increasing their capacity, practice, and ultimately student 
learning (Dufour, 2004; Hord, 2008; Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, & Thomas, 
2006). Hord identified five dimensions of PLC from a review of the research. The 
dimensions are: (1) shared values and vision; (2) collective learning and application; (3) 
supportive and shared leadership; (4) supportive conditions; and (5) shared personal 
practice (2008). Studies suggest the dimensions are important in the following ways:  
1. shared vision and values have the potential to provide a unified, ethical 
framework for collective decision-making (Hord, 2011; Stoll et al., 2006);  
2. collective responsibility for learning and application promotes commitment, 
accountability, de-privatizes practice, and eases isolation (Carroll et al., 2010; 
Hord, 2009; Dufour, 2004; Senge, 2009; Showers, & Joyce, 1996);  
3. administrators who share authority demonstrate supportive and shared 
leadership facilitate the work of the staff, have the capacity to participate as an  
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equal member, and apply positive pressure when needed (Hord, 2004, 2009; 
Huffman & Hipp, 2000; Carroll et al., 2010);  
4. supportive conditions are divided into the physical or structural conditions and 
the human qualities of attitude and aptitude. Time, space, and policies that 
promote collaboration are examples of supportive physical conditions. 
Positive attitudes towards students and staff, openness to feedback, and high 
levels of trust are support human conditions needed for successful PLC 
operation (Hord, 2006); and  
5. shared personal practice takes place in a community of interpersonal caring 
evidenced by peers visiting and supporting peers through observation and 
discussion.  
This practice requires high levels of respect for diverse opinions, trust, and 
interdependence (Carroll et al., 2010; Dufour, 2004; Hoffman & Johnson, 2005; Hord, 
2008; Stoll et al., 2006). The learning in a PLC is constructivist in nature. All the 
participants share leadership. Everyone contributes ideas for developing a shared vision, 
planning and providing resources, checking on progress, and providing continuous 
support and feedback (Hord, 2006). These characteristics of effective PLCs are the 
foundation upon which the APLC sessions were designed.  The APLC sessions provided 
space for a culture of trust, respect, and shared leadership. This allowed participants to 
contribute ideas and give feedback. Because this professional development model of an 
APLC innovation represents a change in district practices, a conceptual model for leading 
the change was needed. 
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John Kotter’s 8-Step Process for Leading Change 
  John Kotter (1996) has researched and outlined an 8-step process for leading 
change that is relevant to the implementation of the LdOI. Kotter found that change 
initiatives and innovations fail about 70% of the time unless organizations take a holistic 
approach to implementation. His 8-step process is designed to improve an organization’s 
ability to change by helping others see a need for change, assembling a powerful group to 
lead the change, developing a vision for change, using a system of relentless 
communication, removing obstacles, planning for early wins, creating system wide ways 
to continue the vision, and making the change vision a part of the culture (Kotter, 1996). 
Figure 5 illustrates my idea of how my innovation related to the implementation 
of the LdOI might be represented according to Kotter’s model. The sense of urgency has 
already been established by current legislation and district policy related to principal 
evaluation. The guiding coalition of current administrators is a non-voluntary coalition 
due to the professional development requirements set by the TIF-4 grant and also the 
needs of the district. Administrators’ participation in the APLC is not voluntary, but their 
participation in the study is entirely voluntary. Because the adoption of the LdOI is a 
four-year commitment, it is imperative for me to build on each individual success as it 
occurs, celebrate these successes publically, and anchor the LdOI in the APLC culture by 
continual communication and support. 
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Kotter identifies ongoing, relentless, communication as critical to the success of a 
change initiative and sustainability. He purports that change leaders under communicate 
by at minimum a factor of 10. Kotter (2011) also posits that ongoing communication of 
Step  Current Evaluation Implementation 
Status 
Future Evaluation 
Implementation  
Development 
1. Establish a 
Sense of 
Urgency 
A heightened sense of urgency is already 
in place due to state legislation and 
district adoption of evaluation system. 
Continue to inform administrators 
of legislative mandates and district 
policy. 
2. Create a 
Guiding 
Coalition  
The current school and district 
administrators are the guiding coalition. 
Foster communication and 
collaboration to develop trust and 
a shared mission/objective during 
PLC. 
3. Developing a 
Change Vision 
The MCESA REIEL-TNG evaluation 
system and the corresponding vision of 
change was adopted by the district 
and governing board.  
Ensure the vision provides 
guidance for implementation by 
being feasible, focused, flexible, 
and communicable.  
4. Communicatin
g the Vision 
for Buy-In 
The vision has been introduced to 7/7 
school administrators and 2/2 district 
administrators. The current 
administrators have all expressed their 
support for this vision of change. 
The vision will be consistently 
communicated at every APLC to 
all administrators.  
5. Empowering 
Action/Removi
ng Barriers  
A plan is in place for monthly PLC 
meetings. Time to acquire an in-depth 
understanding of the evaluation 
instrument has been lacking. 
Constant monitoring of barriers to 
successful implementation will 
take place during the PLC, site 
visits, and informal 
communication. 
6. Create Short 
Term Wins 
One element from the rubric 
(Instructional Leadership-evaluation of 
teachers) was emphasized this year 
through PD and co-observations. Three 
of the returning administrators scored 
“exceeds” on the Certified Evaluator 
Assessment. 
Ensure successes by focused, 
collaborative PLC aligned to 
indicators/elements from the 
rubric. Celebrate corporately 
during SAC, APLC, and at board 
meetings. 
7. Build on 
Success-Don’t 
Let Up! 
Preliminary conversations about LdOI 
have begun during Administrator 
Leadership Team (ALT) meetings. 
Integrate elements/indicators from 
the rubric into every ALT and 
APLC meeting. Provide time for 
administrators to collaborate 
outside of meetings. 
8. Anchor the 
Approach 
Solidly into the 
Culture 
The LdOI was not used to evaluate 
school administrators in previous years 
nor was it used to inform professional 
learning for administrators.  
Provide communication that 
results of the LdOI will be used to 
inform future APLC sessions and 
to evaluate site administrators.  
Figure 5.   LdOI implementation as informed by Kotter’s 8-Step Change Process.  
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the vision for change must be referred to in frequent emails, meetings, presentations, 
newsletters and training programs. The vision for change in this study was to use an 
APLC setting to facilitate an increase in administrator capacity related to the 
understanding and use of the LdOI. The application of the LdOI in the evaluations was 
brought to the forefront of the professional development for principals by the design of 
all APLC sessions that embedded the standards from the rubric into meaningful and 
authentic contexts. Both site and district administrators indicated their support for the 
LdOI and accompanying changes in practice that underpin the vision for using the LdOI 
as both an evaluation of practice and the need for related professional development.  
Hall and Hord (2006) also identify the need for change facilitators to 
communicate early and regularly with stakeholders. In my role of change facilitator, it is 
imperative to provide opportunities for ongoing communication with the administrators 
participating in the APLC sessions in order to address many of the concerns that 
principals have expressed regarding the implementation. These communication channels 
were formal group emails, agendas, and FAQs. Informal channels were personal 
conversations and emails. Their levels of concern needed to be measured in order to 
design and facilitate the APLC sessions. 
Concerns Based Adoption Model 
 People go through predictable stages of change during the implementation of an 
innovation (Hall & Hord, 2006). The Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) is a 
framework for measuring, describing, and explaining educator change during 
implementation of new materials and practices (Anderson, 1997). The five assumptions 
that form the foundation of the model are: (1) change is a process, not an event; (2) 
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change is individual; (3) the perceptions and feelings of individuals drive the success of 
an innovation; (4) individuals progress through stages of feelings and levels of use during 
implementation of an innovation; and (5) change facilitators must be systematic in 
assessment of stages/levels and design/provide continual support accordingly (Hall & 
Hord, 2011; Hall & Loucks, 1978; Tunks & Weller, 2009).  
 CBAM is informed by the work of Francis Fuller. Fuller proposed a model of how 
individuals move through four levels of concern as they have increasing experience with 
an innovation. The levels she identified are unconcern, self-related, task, and impact 
(Hall & Hord, 2006). The CBAM model preserved Fuller’s ideas, but clarified them by 
distinguishing stages within each level. The CBAM model contains seven levels or stages 
of concern.  
 The CBAM model is a useful framework for assessing and understanding the 
evolution of educators’ concerns as they adopt and implement innovations. Over 30 years 
of research has been conducted to establish the reliability and validity of the tools used to 
measure changes in stages of concern and levels of use during implementation. The 
Stages of Concern (SoC) Questionnaire has 35 items rated on a 7-point Likert type scale. 
It addresses the reactions, feelings, perceptions, and attitudes of participants as they go 
through change implementation (George, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 2006).  
 The Levels of Use (LoU) addresses the behaviors of participants’ use of an 
innovation. It is a systematic way to document the extent of implementation (Hall, 
Dirkson & George, 2006). The LoU strategy for measuring levels of individual adoption 
of an innovation is also founded on the belief that change is a process and that individuals  
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progress through defined levels of use and are likely to move at different rates in a non-
linear fashion (Hall et al., 2006, Hall & Hord, 2006).  
 Researchers found a close connection between the Stages of Concern and the 
Levels of Use. There is an almost predictive relationship between changes in SoC and 
LoU. As individuals move from personal to high impact SoC, they demonstrated 
corresponding changes in their LoU (Hall et al., 2006). As individuals become more 
familiar with the requirements related to the adoption of a new innovation, their stage of 
concern moves from personal concerns to process and task related concerns, and 
ultimately to concerns related to the impact of the innovation on the clients, 
collaboration, and benefits of the innovation (Hall & Hord, 2006). The behaviors or 
levels of use of the innovation move from non-use, to mechanical or routine use, and 
ultimately to levels of use that are characterized by refinement and integration of the 
innovation for the benefit of the clients (Hall & Hord, 2006). Figure 6 demonstrates the 
definitions of and connections between the elements of the CBAM framework. This 
connection informed the implementation of the innovation of the APLC. Administrators’ 
stages of concern and levels of use were identified through the use of the SoC 
Questionnaire and the LoU Branching interview. Their responses were analyzed and used 
to design the APLC sessions to address their concerns and facilitate movement to higher 
levels of use of the LdOI.  
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Fuller’s 
Concern 
Levels  
CBAM Stages 
of Concern 
(SoC) 
SoC Definition 
Levels of 
Use 
Behavior Indicators 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Impact 
 
Refocusing 
 
 
The focus is on universal 
benefits and adapting the 
innovation or creating 
alternatives to the existing 
form of the innovation. 
 
Renewal 
The user is seeking more 
effective alternatives to 
the established use of the 
innovation. 
 
Collaboration 
The focus is on 
cooperation with others to 
use the innovation. 
 
 
Integration 
The user is making 
deliberate efforts to 
coordinate with others to 
use the innovation.  
 
Consequence 
The focus is on the impact 
of the innovation on the 
competencies and 
performance of the 
participants. 
 
Refinement 
The user is making 
changes in practice to 
increase the outcomes. 
 
Task 
 
Management 
The focus is on the 
processes and tasks 
associated with the 
innovation. 
 
 
Routine 
The user has an 
established pattern of use 
with few or no changes. 
 
 
Self 
 
 
Personal 
The focus is on demands of 
the innovation on self. 
Individuals may feel 
uncertainty about adequacy 
to meet the demands. 
 
Mechanical 
User is making changes to 
organize the use of the 
intervention. 
 
Informational 
The focus is on a general 
awareness of the 
innovation.  
 
 
Preparation 
The user has plans to use 
the innovation and is 
actively seeking 
information about the 
innovation. 
  
Unrelated 
Awareness 
 
Little to no awareness or 
concern is indicated 
 
Nonuse  
User has no interest and is 
taking no action. 
 
Figure 6. Definitions: Stages of Concern and levels of use.  Source: Adapted from 
Hall and Hord (2006). 
 
  
 Change facilitators are vital to the success of implementation of innovations. 
Hall and Hord (2006, 2011) identified six domains of actions of successful change 
facilitators:  
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 developing, articulating, and communicating a shared vision of change;  
 planning and providing resources to support educators’ implementation 
efforts;  
 supporting educators’ professional learning and development;  
 checking on progress in use of research-based practices;  
 providing continuous assistance for implementation;  
 and creating a school context supportive of change. (Roach, Kratochwill & 
Frank, 2009)  
The actions of the change facilitator using CBAM tools are seen as the bridge to move 
individuals from non-use to successful implementation of an innovation. The data 
gathered from the SoC and LoU provides the change facilitator with valuable information 
to facilitate participant movement from the early stages to the more advanced stages of 
the CBAM (Hall & Hord, 2011).  
 The CBAM framework assisted in measuring, describing, and explaining the 
administrators’ change process during implementation of LdOI. Each administrator 
experienced the evaluation process in individual ways. Systematic, relevant, and timely 
learning opportunities that reflected the stages of concerns and levels of use of the 
administrators were designed accordingly. The purpose of using CBAM for the APLC 
sessions is to identify the stages of concern of administrators and bridge the gap between 
lower levels of implementation of the LdOI to higher levels of use through activities 
structured to be collaborative, collegial, context (job) embedded, and aligned to the five 
attributes of professional learning communities of supportive and shared leadership,  
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collective creativity, shared value and vision, supportive conditions, and shared practice 
as articulated by Hord (1997, 2004, 2008). 
Change Facilitator 
Everett Rogers describes my position as Field Specialist accurately when he 
defines a change agent as “…an individual who attempts to influence clients’ innovation-
decisions in a direction that is deemed desirable by a change agency” (Rogers, 2003, p. 
37). My role was to influence the administrators to fully implement the LdOI, an 
evaluation instrument created by MCESA, the change agency. Hall and Hord (2008) 
identified the need for external change facilitators as they researched the reasons 
district/school staff tired of implementation of innovations. They found that districts 
faced a great number of mandates, tasks, and changes mandated by outside forces. They 
stated, “In all our studies, change is most successful when the school is not expected to 
go it alone. There always is a need for a number of external change facilitators” (p. 153). 
A Field Specialist is an embedded external change facilitator who is a source of expert 
knowledge about the innovation (the LdOI) and a liaison between the implementing site 
(the school district) and the external organization (MCESA, 2010). One of the most 
important roles of an external facilitator is to assess the progress of the innovation 
implementation through use of surveys, questionnaires, interviews, and observations. 
Hall and Hord (2008) identified other functions that are keys to successful change 
implementation. The most important of these functions are keeping priorities straight, 
providing continual backup, and providing resources.  
Another important role is of an external change facilitator is that of 
communicator. Kotter identifies seven key elements in effective communication for 
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leading change. One of the reasons change initiatives stall or fail is under-communication 
or lack of effective communication during implementation (Fullan, 2011; Kotter, 1996). 
These elements of effective communication are critical to the success of both my 
innovation of an APLC and the district-wide implementation of the LdOI. As I moved 
forward with the implementation of the APLC sessions, I kept Kotter’s 7 Key Elements 
of Effective Communication in mind (Kotter, 1996). Table 1 illustrates these key 
elements of effective communication.  
 
Table 1 
 
Kotter’s 7 Key Elements of Effective Communication 
Element Definition 
Simplicity No jargon or “technobabble”. 
Metaphor, analogy, and 
example 
Paint a verbal picture. 
Repetition Repeat, repeat, repeat using a variety of 
communication strategies, email, phone, 
conversations, etc. 
Leadership by Example Keep behavior consistent with the vision. 
Explanation of Seeming 
Inconsistencies 
Unaddressed inconsistencies undermine credibility 
Give and Take Ongoing, two-way communication 
Source: Adapted from Kotter (1996). 
 
       The LdOI is filled with technical jargon related to school improvement that may 
be unfamiliar to new administrators. I facilitated a common understanding of the jargon, 
painted verbal pictures for unfamiliar contexts by using science experiments as 
metaphors. I addressed any seeming inconsistencies between the LdOI and other district 
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initiatives through dialogue and questioning. I facilitated ongoing two-way 
communication during implementation of the APLC through a variety of protocols and 
strategies designed for this purpose.  
 Hall and Hord (2006) posit that successful implementation of an innovation takes 
between three to five years and requires the effective leadership of a change facilitator. 
The intervention for this study takes place over one semester. The district has committed 
to the adoption of the LdOI for at least the next four years. The implementation of an 
ongoing APLC focused on the LdOI is a step in the right direction to maintain a long-
term focus and commitment to the adoption. The results of this study will inform the 
professional development for the administrators as they navigate the change over the next 
four years. Guskey (2011) cautions that change leaders need to be aware of the 
difficulties of implementation and of the implementation dip that often occurs within the 
first six months of implementation. Hall and Hord (2006) and Fullan (2002) identify the 
following fundamental functions of a change facilitator that affect the rate and success of 
innovation implementation: developing and communicating a shared vision for the 
intended change, providing resources, implementing collaborative professional learning 
opportunities, progress checks, and continuous support. These functions and an 
understanding of the change process are the foundations that determined my actions as a 
change facilitator for this research study.  
The literature informs and connects to my intervention in the following ways. I 
chose to use the Professional Learning Community format to assist in the change process 
for the administrators because I believe that learning takes place in social contexts. 
Vygotsky’s theory of the Zone of Proximal Development capitalizes on a social context 
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and the constructivist theory that postulates that learning is an active process that requires 
the mediation of more experienced others to scaffold both individual and collective 
understanding. This theory provides me with a construct for facilitating the change 
process to a new evaluation system in the social setting of a PLC. The literature related to 
PLC informs the structure of the learning setting for the administrators during this 
intervention period. The PLC literature provides a foundation for setting aside the time 
and space for the administrators to share leadership, collaborate, and assess progress in a 
safe environment. 
I used the CBAM model to measure and understand the change process of the 
administrators to inform the strategies I used to facilitate the implementation of the LdOI 
during the PLC. I used Kotter’s 8-Step Model as a guide for the ongoing communication 
process needed to facilitate and expedite the diffusion of the innovation of the LdOI 
among the administrators. It was my hope that my use of findings from the literature to 
plan the PLC sessions would ease the implementation of the LdOI by mitigating 
administrator concerns and increasing their knowledge, understanding, and 
implementation of the LdOI. 
Intervention 
The intervention intended to increase administrators’ capacity regarding the use of 
the LdOI is through the implementation of an Administrator Professional Learning 
Community (APLC). The outcomes for the APLC were to: a) mitigate concerns about 
implementation of the LdOI, b) develop a common understanding of the LdOI, c) 
facilitate the movement from lower levels of use to higher levels of use regarding the 
LdOI, and d) understand the purpose of the LdOI is for professional growth. 
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 The learning opportunities in the monthly APLC meetings were structured to 
correlate to the conceptual model of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). 
Plans were conceptualized according to the needs of the administrators and the four 
stages of learner development as administrators move from inter- to intramental learning 
(Tharpe & Gallimore, 1988, as quoted in Warford, 2011). Activities were structured to 
provide information and materials that supported the construct of constructivist learning 
and the mediation of learning through collaborative scaffolding (Shabani et al., 2010; 
Thompson, 2013; Warford, 2011).  
 The meetings/activities were designed with the idea that administrators were 
functioning at different levels of concern and use depending upon their experience as an 
administrator, their familiarity with the LdOI rubric elements being addressed, and their 
emotional state at the time. The administrators’ learner roles of expert and novice were 
likely to change from time to time. The initial results from the CBAM survey and LoU 
interview were used to understand the developmental profile related to SoC and LOU of 
the individual administrators in order to tailor my interactions and support to meet 
individual needs (Hall & Hord, 2011; Hall & Loucks, 1978; Tunks & Weller, 2009).  
Timetable and Interpretation 
 This action research study took place over the first five full months of the 
beginning of school year 2013-14. Initial data collection commenced in August and 
ceased in January. APLC Professional development activities were conducted August 
through January on a monthly basis. There was no APLC meeting in December due to the 
two-week winter holiday. These activities were focused on the elements of the LdOI (See 
Appendix G).  The administrators chose the topics for the APLC after they took part in the  
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LdOI Qualified Evaluator Training (QET) that was a requirement for TIG-4 grant 
compliance. The administrators scored themselves using the rubrics and chose the initial 
topics for in-depth study and practice (Hord, 2010; Moirao, Morris, Klein, & Jackson, 
2012). 
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Date Participants 
Initiated Activities 
ZPD- 4 Stages Theoretical 
Context 
CBAM-Conceptual Frame 
August 16-
22 
All Administrators and 
Researcher 
 Pre-Implementation SoCQ 
 Pre-Implementation 
LoU/Structured 
Interviews 
 Pre-innovation self-score 
LdOI 
 CBAM 
August 16, 
20, 22 
All Administrators and 
Researcher APLC 
 LdOI-QET-MCESA 
required training (10 
hours) 
 Self-score LdOI 
 Development of shared 
vision for APLC  
 Vygotsky ZPD-
Interpersonal, Stages: I 
&II (Other- and Self- 
Assistance) 
 CBAM 
 
 
August 27, 
September 
17,  
October 15 
January 14 
All Administrators and 
Researcher 
 Ongoing PLC sessions 
based upon identified 
need/vision 
  Dialogical, collaborative, 
inquiry based structures 
 Vygotsky ZPD-
Interpersonal, Stages: I 
&II 
 CBAM 
September 
4-January 
24 
Open 
Scheduling 
All Administrators and 
Researcher  
 1 legged interviews 
 Vygotsky ZPD-
Intrapersonal, Stages: II & 
III (Self-Assisted 
Internalized/Automatized) 
 CBAM 
January 14-
24 
All Administrators and 
Researcher 
 Post- SoCQ 
 Post- LoU Structured 
Interview 
 Post-Self-Score LdOI 
 CBAM 
 
Figure 7. Timeline and articulation of innovation activities. 
 
 
 The review of the literature informed the design, structure, and ultimately the 
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purpose of the APLC. Vygotsksy’s (1978) theory of ZPD as a conceptual model was 
foundational to the planning process for each session.  The CBAM framework for 
understanding change, Roger’s Theory of Diffusion of Innovations, and Kotter’s 
communication models were used to tailor my interactions and support to meet the 
individual needs of the administrators as the first year implementation of the LdOI 
commenced (Hall & Hord, 2011; Rogers, 2003; Kotter, 1996). The methods used to study 
this innovation are identified and discussed in Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3  -  Methods 
 This is a mixed methods study based upon an action research design (Creswell, 
2009; Greene, 2007; Plano Clark & Creswell, 2010). According to Bridget Somekh 
(2006), action research is a process whereby the researcher moves away from a process 
of describing, analyzing, and theorizing about a situation to the study of the 
implementation (Herr & Anderson, 2005; Stringer, 2007). I am very much the action 
researcher in my role of Field Specialist as I study how the administrators grapple with 
change and the implementation of the new evaluation instrument. I actively participated 
in this innovation studying the effect of a new professional development based on the 
PLC model that is focused on the Leading Observation Instrument (LdOI) and the needs 
of the administrators.  
 Qualitative and quantitative data were collected throughout the innovation 
sequence to take advantage of the strengths of both and for potential validation of the 
triangulation of data that use complementary strategies on the same topic. For example, 
changes in perception of the administrators were measured by the use of surveys, 
interview questions, and self-assessment. Changes in the levels of use of the LdOI were 
measured by interviews and self-assessment. This strategy of data collection allowed me 
to gain a deeper understanding of the complexity of the change/implementation process 
of administrators as I attempted to answer the research questions (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Stringer, 2007; Greene, 2007).  
Setting 
 There are four elementary schools in the district chosen for this research study. A 
mix of neighborhoods, apartments, retail space, office complexes, manufacturing plants, 
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and a citywide homeless shelter characterizes the district. A majority of the students live 
in poverty; many students from the homeless shelter attend our schools. Close to 100% of 
the over 2,700 students are eligible for the National Free and Reduced Lunch program. 
There are many immigrant and refugee families from Mexico and Somalia. More than 
75% of the students are second language learners. The ethnicity percentages of the 
students are: 69% Hispanic, 15% African American, 7.5% Caucasian, 5.3% Native 
American, 1.7% Asian, .02% Pacific Islander, and 1.3% identified as “2 or more.” 
Currently, there are 167 certified teachers in the district. Over 40% of teachers 
have five or fewer years of experience and 15% have 20 or more years of experience. 
There was over 30% teacher turnover district-wide at the end of the school year 2012-13. 
Declining enrollment is a persistent and troubling phenomenon in this district. 
The district is currently operating at less than 60% capacity. This year the mobility rate 
was above 25%. State and federal budget cuts have taken their toll in recent years as well. 
Because of this, the middle school was closed at the end of the 2012-13 school year. 
Three of the four resulting school campuses were reconfigured as K-8. The fourth was 
reconfigured to a K-6 beginning school year 2013-2014. This reconfiguration 
necessitated the reduction of principal staff by one and the addition of three new assistant 
principals.  
Overall, the district has a B rating from the Arizona Department of Education 
(ADE). Academic growth is determined by comparing the change in AIMS test scores 
from one year to the next for similarly achieving students across the state. “B” schools 
demonstrate an above average level of performance. For example, “B” schools earn 
points equal to a school that has 70% of students passing AIMS and generally achieves 
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typical or greater academic growth with its population of students than most schools 
(ADE, 2013). Two elementary schools received a “B” rating. The other schools had 
ratings of “C” or “D.” Three of the schools did not meet Annual Measurable Objectives 
(AMO) targets. One school has also been identified as a focus school because one of the 
subgroups of students (the lowest 25%) either made no progress in the passing rate or less 
than 10% made progress. There will be a new principal and instructional coach at this 
school for the 2013-14 school year. One school dropped from a “B” to a “D” rating.  
Participants 
 The participants in this study were one administrator, four principals, and three 
assistant principals.  
 
 
Table 2 
 
Administrator Demographic Information 
Role Ethnicity Gender 
Years as an 
Administrator 
Years in 
District 
Human Resources Director 
(Amanda) 
Caucasian F 9 15 
Principal #1 (John) Caucasian M 6 3 
Principal #2 (Matthew) Caucasian M 8 3 
Principal #3(Robert) Caucasian M 6 0 
Principal #4 (Katrin) Caucasian F 0 0 
Assistant Principal #1( Deb) Caucasian F 1 6 
Assistant Principal #2 (Abby) Caucasian F 0 4 
Assistant Principal #3 (Cathy) Caucasian F 0 0 
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 The LdOI was introduced the 2012-2013 year, but it was not used for evaluation. 
The  two returning principals have limited experience with the LdOI, but have received 
no professional development or support on the instrument. None of the newly hired 
administrators have experience with the LdOI. 
 The HR Director was promoted from a principal position within the district. She 
had nine years of experience as a principal. She has no district office experience and will 
be the primary evaluator for the principals. She has very limited exposure to the LdOI. 
She is the most experienced administrator and has the greatest potential to be the expert 
other (Shabani et al., 2010; Eun, 2008; Vygotsky, 1978).  
The APLC Innovation 
 The APLC sessions were originally scheduled to be held once per month for three 
hours. The focus of the professional learning was to be the LdOI because it was the first 
year of implementation of the new evaluation system. Administrators had had no 
previous experience with using the LdOI. Because of the high stakes nature of the 
evaluations, the HR Director and Curriculum Director desired that there be no other focus 
for the APLC. The reality was markedly different. The APLC were on Tuesday 
afternoons. Each Monday before the APLC, all administrators and myself were engaged 
in district mandated “site visits.” These site visits were held to ensure that schools were 
accountable for implementing, assessing, and monitoring district initiatives and student 
learning. An outside educational entity had been hired to assist in monitoring and 
coaching principals. These meetings were often painful because schools were at different 
stages of understanding, capacity, and compliance. It was a frequent occurrence on two 
campuses that the outside facilitator and site administrators had heated exchanges related 
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to progress. The Tuesday mornings following these visits were spent in debrief sessions 
with the outside provider, the district administrators, and myself. It was determined that 
the first hour of the Tuesday afternoon APLC should be devoted to sharing the 
information from the debrief sessions with all of the administrators. These sessions often 
went over the time limit and administrators appeared to shut down and stopped engaging 
in conversation. They checked their phones and stopped making eye contact. A short 
break was taken before the LdOI portion of the APLC began. The consultants stayed for 
the LdOI sessions for the first two APLCs. I asked that they not to stay for the LdOI 
sessions after I determined that the administrators were not engaging freely in the LdOI 
conversations due to their presence. The first hour would remain the debrief sessions with 
the outside consultants. 
 I reorganized the structure of the APLC to accommodate the needs of the 
administrators. I needed to address and ameliorate the emotional impact of the debrief 
sessions. Organizational learning theory advances the idea that emotion and trust are 
contributing factors in the acquisition of adult learning. The theory proposes that emotion 
and learning are interrelated and interdependent. They are embedded in social context. 
The theory also suggests that learning takes place in an environment with space for 
experimentation and play. The environment must also be mostly free from anxiety. Too 
much anxiety can inhibit learning (Antonacopoulou & Gabriel, 2001; Brooks & Nafukho, 
2006; Jones & Hendry, 1994).  Science experiments and metaphor creation were added to 
the APLCs in order to decrease the anxiety and create a space for experimentation and 
play. This use of science experiments to create metaphors for the LdOI was based on my 
understanding of synectics. Synectics is a process of using the mind’s capacity to connect 
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seemingly unrelated elements to spark new ideas or lines of thought (Weaver & Prince, 
1990). Weaver and Prince researched this process in group settings and found that 
whenever groups were disorderly, confused, and uncertain, synectics was the most 
effective strategy used to trigger new thoughts or solutions. Ways of acknowledging 
administrator emotions were added by using a variety of non-threatening strategies to 
assist them in identifying their emotions as they related to the LdOI implementation. 
 Figure 8 is a copy of the agenda from one of the APLC meetings. It displays the 
session sequence, the strategies used, and the questions asked to facilitate a change in 
emotional state and collaborative scaffolding. The APLC on November 26 started almost 
an hour late due to the debrief meeting with the outside consultants. The administrators 
were in a negative emotional state and frame of mind. This possibility had been 
anticipated after attending previous site visits and seeing the effects of the visits and the 
corresponding debrief sessions. A video clip was added to the agenda to reinforce the 
positive impact their work has on teachers and to help the administrators leave in a better 
emotional state. 
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Figure 8.  November 26, 2013 APLC agenda. 
  
 
 My goal for this APLC was to facilitate the administrators’ understanding of the 
critical role they play in moving teachers’ metacognition and practice forward during the 
pre-conference setting of an observation cycle. I gave them each a capped test tube filled 
with salt and one marble. They were to try to move the marble from one end of the tube 
 
 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Hzgzim5
m7oU 
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to the other. They laughed, shook the tube, called out, and after about three minutes 
shared if, and how they moved the marble. Then I asked them to create a metaphor for 
their role as an administrator and the pre-conference cycle. They voluntarily shared 
metaphors.  Next, I asked them to think about a recent observation cycle with a teacher. I 
gave them a set of “faces and feelings” cards and asked them to choose one card that 
represented how they felt and one that represented how the teacher felt at the conclusion 
of the conference. They held up their cards for all to see. Most of them had cards with 
positive emotions for both. A couple had either frustrated or quizzical cards. Only one 
had cards that showed anger, sadness, or fear. They had time to think about the questions 
on the agenda and then I had them sit with partners to share responses. I determined the 
partners ahead because the assistant principals tended to share only with their principals 
unless other opportunities were afforded. Volunteers shared out at the end of the partner 
share. We then spent time analyzing the LdOI rubric elements related to the Pre-
Conference setting and the level of coaching skill an administrator needed to achieve a 
level 3 or 4. I had planned to watch a video of a pre-conference and have the 
administrators script the teacher’s statements. They evaluator’s statements and questions 
had been removed. The administrators were to sit with their previous partner, share 
scripts, and then come up with information that they would like to have heard from the 
teacher. Together, they were to write a probing question and a reflective prompt to 
ask/share with the teacher to elicit the response from the teacher. Unfortunately, due to 
the late start and technical difficulties with the link to the video, we were unable to 
complete this activity until a later date. The closing for the APLC was to bring them full 
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circle about the power of their words as they led pre-conferences with teachers. They 
viewed the YouTube video, Change Your Words, Change Your World.  
This snapshot of an actual APLC demonstrates my intentionality in planning to 
assist administrators’ transition from one setting to another. More agendas can be found 
in Appendix G. It also confirms my attempts to ensure that humor, a sense of play, 
cognitive challenge, emotional safety, and motivation were embedded as the 
underpinnings to our sessions together. 
Measures: Plan for Data Collection 
 One group pre- and post-test design measures were utilized to explore the effects 
of an APLC regarding administrator concerns about the adoption of the new evaluation 
instrument and their level of use of the instrument and to explore any changes in 
perceptions and practice of the administrators as they implemented the LdOI (Creswell, 
2009). 
The following quantitative and qualitative measures were collected and 
triangulated to validate the relevant findings (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
Measure 1: Survey 
All participating administrators took a pre- and post- CBAM Stages of Concern 
Questionnaire survey in August and January. The only modifications made to the survey 
were to replace the words students with teachers and innovation with LdOI.  
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire was developed by Research and 
Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at Austin to 
measure the seven stages of concern identified in the Concerns Based Adoption Model 
(CBAM) of innovation implementation. These seven stages were identified to be 
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common in the adoption of any innovation (Hall, Wallace, & Dosset 1973; Hall, 1979; 
Hall & Hord, 1987, 2006). According to George et al. (2006), the SoCQ has, “strong 
reliability estimates (test/retest reliabilities range from .65 to .86) and internal consistency 
(alpha-coefficients range from .66 to .83)” (p. 13-22). 
The SOCQ was adapted by replacing the word innovation by the term LdOI to 
specifically address the implantation of the LdOI. There are 35 questions with one open-
ended question at the end. The survey was given electronically via Survey Monkey to 
each participant. Participant anonymity was ensured as they registered with a unique 4-
digit number. The responses were measured on an 8-point, 0-7 Likert Scale with 7 being 
“very true of me now,” 1 indicating “not at all true of me now,” and 0 indicating “this 
item seems irrelevant to me now.” 
The assessment was used during the intervention as a pre- and post-survey to 
determine if the stages of concern changed as administrators participated in the APLC.  
The pre-assessment using the SoCQ took place at the initial LdOI training immediately 
prior the first session. The post-survey was given at the conclusion of the November 
APLC session. This survey was used to help me answer the question: How, and to what 
extent, do administrators’ concerns about and levels of use of the Leading Observation 
Instrument (LdOI) evolve as they participate in professional development embedded in 
an Administrator Professional Learning Community (APLC)? 
Measure 2: Pre-and Post LdOI Self-Assessment 
Self-assessment addresses two key elements of assessment: the identification of 
criteria or standards of performance applied to one’s own work and the making of 
judgments about the extent to which one’s work meets the criteria (Falchikov & Boud, 
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1989). There is some research support for self-assessment. Studies have suggested that 
the practice of self-assessment promotes autonomy in learners. They become more 
capable in implementing, monitoring, and evaluating their own learning. They also are 
more able to determine the objectives, contents, progressions, methods, and techniques to 
be used during learning (Dochy, Segers, & Sluijsmans, 1999; Mister, 2012; Ross, 2006). 
These attributes are embedded in and important to both constructivist learning and the 
PLC model. 
Much of the pertinent literature related to the validity and reliability of self-
assessment comes from the field of language learning or higher education. These studies 
suggest that validity and reliability of self-assessments improves if students receive 
training or self-assessment, the rubrics address competencies that are familiar, and they 
include performance features students perceive to be important (Dochy et al., 1999; 
Mistar, 2012; Ross, 2006). These studies compared students’ scores/ratings self-
assessments to the scores/ratings of their instructors and/or peers. These studies were 
pertinent to the use of the LdOI as a self-assessment because later in the year, site 
administrators were assessed on the instrument. The use of this self-assessment of the 
LdOI was not explicitly for purpose of comparing administrator self-scores to actual 
evaluation scores. I used the LdOI rubric as a self-assessment to explore any changes in 
the administrators’ perception of their knowledge and skill related to the LdOI. The LdOI 
is standards-based and has content validity.  
The LdOI was chosen as a self-assessment because the act of self-assessment 
requires learners to make judgments about their achievements and learning (Falchirov & 
Boud, 1989; Dochy et al., 1999). The first time the administrators self-scored the rubric 
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was at the initial LdOI training immediately prior the first session. They read the 
descriptors of each element on the rubric and then scored themselves on each element of 
the rubric using the self-assessment record sheet (Appendix D). They scored themselves 
based on their perception of their performance level prior to the APLC. The ratings were 
from 0 (no evidence) to 4 (highest level of performance). The results of this self-
assessment gave me more specific information as to the exact rubric areas of 
administrator concern in order to plan the APLC content. The APLC sessions were 
designed around the areas administrators scored themselves lowest or the context they 
indicated as an area of need. The post-survey was given at the conclusion of the January 
APLC session to help answer the research question: What changes in administrators’ 
perceptions and practices occur as a result of participation in the APLC? 
Measure 3: LoU Branching Interviews 
Pre- and post-Levels of Use Branching Interviews were conducted with each 
administrator at the end of August and at the end of January. The LoU Branching 
Interview was adapted from the CBAM protocol by adding the acronym “LdOI” to the 
question stems. Conducting these interviews gave me information as to the behaviors of 
administrators as they implemented the elements of the LdOI in their practice: 
specifically, the extent they implemented the LdOI in their practice (Hall & Hord, 1987, 
2006). The branching interview strategy allows interviewers to ask focused interview 
questions dependent upon interviewee answers. See Figure 9. I had an independent, 
CBAM certified expert review my use of the LoU Branching Interview protocol. The 
independent expert reviewed my use and verified that I used the protocol correctly and 
that my analysis of the results was accurate. 
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The first LoU Branching Interviews were conducted the week after the initial 
LdOI training was completed in order to gain an understanding of the very beginning 
levels of use for each administrator. This information was used to inform the types of 
support needed in our APLC sessions to facilitate administrator movement to higher 
levels of use. The post-innovation LoU Branching Interviews were conducted the week 
after the final APLC session in order to help answer my research question: How, and to 
what extent, do administrators’ concerns about and levels of use of the Leading 
Observation Instrument (LdOI) evolve during the course of professional development 
embedded in an Administrator Professional Learning Community (APLC)? 
Hall and Loucks (1975) performed a validity study on the LoU using an 
ethnographic methodology to provide a broad base of qualitative data collection. 
According to this study, the correlation coefficients determined for a comparison between 
the actual observed use of an innovation and the responses to the LoU branching 
interview survey ranged from .65 to .98 (Hall et al., 2008). The reliability of test-retest is 
between .84 and .87 (Hancock, Knezek, & Christensen, 2007). These scores are well 
within the high correlation range of  r = .6 - 1.0 (Plano Clark & Creswell, 2010). 
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Figure 9. LoU branching interview. Adapted from Hall et al., 2006. 
 
 
Are you using the 
LdOI?
No: LoU 0, I, II
Have you decieded 
to use it and seta a 
date to begin?
No: LOU 0, I
Are you looking for 
information?
Yes: LoU II
Yes: LoU  III, IVA, 
IVB, V, VI 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making to your use 
of the LdOI?
Yes, Impact 
Oriented
LoU IVB, V, VI
Are you 
cooridinating your 
use of the LdOI 
with others? 
Yes: LoU V
Are you planning 
on making any 
major changes or 
replacing the LdOI?  
Yes: LoU VI No: LoU IVB, V
No: LoU IVB, VI
No, User Oriented
LoU  III, IV
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Measure 4: One Legged Interviews 
One Legged Interviews (OLI) were conducted to help answer my research 
question: How, and to what extent, do administrators’ perceptions and practices change 
throughout the innovation as a result of participating in the APLC? The interview 
protocol can be found in Appendix E. OLI are brief conversations between the change 
facilitator and the implementer. Several research studies have documented that schools 
are more successful in change implementation when many of these brief conversations 
take place (Hall, Hord, & Griffin, 1980; Vandenberghe, 1999; Schiller, 1999; Stassens, 
1993; Sheih, 1996, as cited in Hall & Hord, 2001). The questions were open-ended and 
helped answer my research questions (Herr & Anderson, 2005). These brief 
conversations took place after the initial August LdOI trainings and during site visits and 
APLC sessions. In addition, each administrator participated in a post-innovation OLI 
related to the impact of the APLC sessions. 
A few of the OLI were recorded and transcribed for accuracy in analysis. Most of 
the interviews took place in informal settings where recording was unnatural and might 
inhibit a free exchange. Those interviews were captured as accurately as possible in 
writing or as a brief summation on my phone using Voice Memo soon after the 
conversation took place. All audio recordings of interviews and my Voice Memos were 
kept in a password protected folder on my personal laptop and respondents were assured 
of confidentiality. The written transcriptions of these recordings and or the written gist of 
the conversations were kept in a securely locked drawer in my office or on a password 
protected drive. 
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Measure 5: Self-Reflection Leadership Journal 
I kept a self-reflective journal and recorded Voice Memos throughout the 
innovation to provide an answer to my research question: How do I facilitate this 
collaborative professional development model? The reflective journal and Voice Memos 
allowed me to document my personal leadership process. Journal entries were made into 
a Google spreadsheet following the APLC sessions and when significant developments 
occurred during the innovation. Appendix F shows the format for my journal entries and 
Voice Memos. The journal entries and Voice Memos helped capture what I learned from 
the administrators as I facilitated this change innovation and helped answer the third 
research question related to my facilitation of the APLC professional development model.  
Data Analysis 
Quantitative 
 The pre-and post SoC survey results were analyzed according to the methods 
prescribed in Measuring Implementation in Schools: The Stages of Concern 
Questionnaire (George et al., 2006). The instrument was scored by calculating raw scores 
for each of the seven stages on scales of implementation and plotting the results on a 
SoCQ chart to match the percentiles calculated by the original stratified sample from the 
1974 standardization group of 830 individuals. The responses from the survey pre- and 
post-surveys were exported from Survey Monkey into an Excel spreadsheet and a chart 
was automatically generated. This articulated the responses using percentile scores for 
each stage of concern. The higher the percentile score, the more intense the concerns are 
at that stage. I used the graphs to identify the peak scores (highest stages of concern) for 
each individual as well as the group. I used the pre-and post-survey data analysis to 
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determine if the administrators’ levels of concerns changed at the conclusion of data 
collection.  
 I created an Excel chart to identify any changes in administrators’ perceptions of 
their capacity as captured by the pre- and post-self-assessments of the LdOI. Using Excel 
for this data analysis to track any changes over time was reasonable due to the small 
sample size of participants. The eighteen elements of the LdOI and the pre- and post-self-
scores for each of the administrators were identified on the graph. A bar chart with two 
colors gave an accurate, quick visual of any changes.  
Self-scored LdOI.  I created an Excel chart to identify any changes in 
administrators’ perceptions of their capacity as captured by the pre- and post-self-
assessments of the LdOI. Using Excel for this data analysis to track any changes over 
time was reasonable due to the small sample size of participants. The eighteen elements 
of the LdOI and the pre- and post-self-scores for each of the administrators were 
identified on the graph. A bar chart with two colors gave an accurate, quick visual of any 
changes.  Descriptive statistics allow researchers to describe the characteristics of a group 
of observations or to make inferences from data by using numerical and graphing 
techniques to organize, present, and analyze data (Fisher & Marshall, 2008). I used 
descriptive statistics to determine if there were any patterns, trends, or central tendencies 
in any of the 18 elements scored by administrators as organized and presented on the 
Excel chart. 
Qualitative 
 The LoU Branching Interview protocol.  The LoU Branching Interview 
protocol was analyzed through the use of a set of guidelines created by Hall et al. (2006). 
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The levels of use guidelines articulate behavioral profiles of eight approaches to 
implementing an innovation. Each profile represents distinct actions and related 
understanding about an innovation and its use. Each level of use is explained by a set of 
operational definitions that address observable behaviors and approaches. Decision points 
that provide the primary behavior indicator that is unique to one LoU define each level.  I 
used the types of behaviors the administrators described in their interviews to determine 
if they were users or nonusers as identified by the branching interview 
questions/descriptors and an operational description of an LdOI user in our district. The 
operational description of a user was that of an administrator who implemented the 
elements of the LdOI in at least one of the settings articulated in the LdOI rubric. In 
addition, I asked probing questions to support my understanding of their LoU (Hall et al., 
2008). 
One Legged Interviews.  I used both an inductive and deductive approach to 
analyze the qualitative data collected from the OLI and the LoU Branching Interviews.  I 
made multiple copies of the transcriptions for color coding and pattern seeking purposes. 
Initially, I used the deductive approach using the preselected or a priori codes of 
collaboration, conversations, experienced others, and capacity building. These codes 
were derived from my theoretical framework of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal 
Development. I used these a priori codes as a preliminary step to gain an understanding 
the data collected (Plano Clark & Creswell, 2010).  I read and reread transcriptions and 
used highlighter colors matched to specific codes. If evidence of these codes was 
identified, I marked the code with a highlighter, cut it out, and placed it on a large graphic  
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organizer labeled with the codes. I later organized the text into categories and finally 
themes.  
Next, I started over with clean copies of the transcripts, notes, and memos and 
began the grounded theory process of open coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2012; Herr  & 
Anderson, 2005) to determine emerging codes and themes. I used an inductive approach 
and read the text multiple times before beginning to seek codes in order to capture the 
detail, complexity, and variations within (Yin, 1994).  Once again, I used highlighter 
colors to delineate separate codes and cut the sections of text out of the transcripts. I used 
the constant comparison approach to compare data incidences, categories, and cases for 
conceptual similarities and differences. Glaser (1965) defined four stages of constant 
comparison. They are comparing as comparing occurrences related to each category, 
merging the categories, establishing the boundaries of the theory, and finally, writing the 
theory.  Often there were overlapping incidences. 
 The data were sampled on theoretical grounds as I worked inductively through the 
process of analysis. Emerging ideas were captured and linked to theory to create broad 
categories. Next, axial coding was used as my data analysis became more focused. 
Repeated patterns that made connections between the categories were noted. This 
recursive practice of coding, comparing, and theory sampling continued until no new 
relevant insights emerged. 
Validity of Data 
 The reliability and validity of the SoCQ has been well established for over 30 
years when used under prescribed conditions. I adhered to these conditions and the 
modification to the survey instrument of using the term “LdOI” is within the bounds 
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identified (George et al., 2006). A certified CBAM expert reviewed my use of the CBAM 
data collection resources to verify that I used them correctly and that my interpretations 
were accurate. 
  Multiple data analysis strategies and comparison among and between data 
sources strengthened and enriched the validity of the findings. Triangulation balanced the 
inherent limitations of the instruments and methods used and identified patterns of data 
corroboration and convergence from the different sources of data (Plano Clark & 
Creswell, 2009; Greene, 2007). Complementarity among data was used to identify any 
occurrences of elaboration, enhancement, illustration, and clarification of the results 
(Johnson & Onwuezguzie, 2004). 
 Member checks were used to check the accuracy of and validate the findings of 
this study. The findings were taken back to the administrators to compare their 
understandings of the descriptions, themes, and interpretations with mine to determine if 
they are fair and representative (Plano Clark & Creswell, 2010).  The results of the 
member checks will be reviewed in Chapter 5. Figure 10 is a representation of my 
projection of the relationship of data collection strategies used to answer my research 
questions. The X in each matrix cell articulates the triangulation of the data tools that was 
used to investigate and gather information for specific research questions. 
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Research Questions and Data 
Sources SoCQ 
LoU /One 
legged 
Interviews 
Emails 
Self-
Scored 
LdOI 
Researcher 
Journal/ 
Voice 
Memos 
RQ1. How and to what extent do 
administrators’ concerns about and 
levels of use of the Leading 
Observation Instrument (LdOI) 
evolve during the course of 
professional development 
embedded in an Administrator 
Professional Learning Community 
(APLC)? 
 
 
 
X 
To what 
extent  
 
 
 
X 
How and to 
what extent 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
How 
RQ2. What changes in 
administrators’ perceptions and 
practices occur as a result of 
participation in the APLC? 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
RQ3. How do I facilitate this 
collaborative professional 
development model? 
X 
How 
 
X 
How 
X 
How 
Figure 10. Relationship of data collection instruments to research questions. 
 
 An example of triangulation of data sources for research question one would be 
the use of both the SoCQ and LoU to determine to what extent an administrator is 
concerned about using the LdOI and his/her corresponding use of the LdOI in their 
practice. For example, if an administrator scored at the management stage of concern 
(focuses on processes, tasks, organization), the LoU interview would likely demonstrate 
that the administrator was in the mechanical use level (effort focused on day to day use, 
stepwise attempt to master the task, often superficial use; George et al., 2006; Hall et al., 
2006). Further triangulation related to how the concerns and levels of use change was 
provided by the OLI and my reflective journal entries that allowed more open-ended 
answers. These answers have the potential to provide a richer understanding of the ways 
in which their concerns and levels of use may be changing.  
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Limitations and Threats to Validity 
Creswell (2009) has identified limitations and threats to the validity of a 
researcher’s ability to conclude that an intervention or innovation affects an outcome. He 
identifies both internal and external threats. Internal validity threats are defined as 
experimental procedures, treatments, or experiences of the participants that may threaten 
a researcher’s ability to draw correct inferences from the data. External validity threats 
are defined as incorrect inferences drawn by the researcher from the sample data in an 
attempt to generalize beyond the group in the experimental study. Based upon his work, I 
have identified several validity threats to this study.  
 The theoretical threats to my study were as follows. The selection of participants 
was both small and purposeful, and therefore the results of this study may not be 
generalized (Creswell, 2009). The administrators are from a specific context and may not 
represent a broad number of school administrators. They may have certain characteristics 
and or experiences that predispose them to certain outcomes. 
 Experimenter effect also had the potential to have a significant impact on the 
validity of the study (Creswell, 2009). The successful implementation of PD and the 
impact of the PD on the implementation of the LdOI as it related to grant requirements 
were a part of my job description. Participants may have behaved differently due to my 
positionality. My attitudes and actions may have triggered unnatural or guarded 
responses. My plan to mitigate or overcome this possibility was to be very open about the 
purpose of the study and my desire to get genuine and honest responses from the 
administrators. The constructivist approach used in the APLC meetings was also a 
mitigating factor as the expertise and collaboration of the members to eliminate a sense of 
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hierarchy was utilized. Member checks were used during meetings and in interviews in 
order to diminish any possible experimenter biases related to my expectations. The 
emphasis was placed on their learning, collaboration, and practice as they constructed 
meaning from the LdOI. 
 Maturation would be an expected outcome of this innovation as the administrators 
gained more experience with the LdOI and it could be difficult to separate the impact of 
the APLC innovation from the continued use of the LdOI in their practice. Because of the 
nature of this one-group study, there was no other control group with which to compare 
any differences (Creswell, 2009).   
 In order to minimize any internal threats to validity related to instrumentation, the 
same pre- and post-surveys, interviews, and self-assessment protocols were administered 
in similar ways for all participants (Creswell, 2009).  
 Another threat to validity was the possibility that the innovation (APLC) would 
not be implemented as planned. An example of this would be if administrators were 
unable to complete or attend all activities and miss the information gleaned at the 
sessions. To mitigate this threat, I made sure to meet with any administrators who missed 
sessions/information and presented the information missed and shared the collective 
understanding of the other administrators by sharing the notes, charts, and materials. This 
occurred three times over the course of the innovation due to either the absence of an 
assistant principal or a principal having to leave early due to situations that occurred on 
their campus during the APLC. Whenever possible, another of the administrators was 
asked to join me as an added check for accuracy and to provide collegial support. Due to 
their busy schedules, this only happened once.  Sign-in sheets and notes in my journal 
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were kept to articulate the date of meeting, administrators in attendance, and what 
happened during the meeting to reduce this threat.  All of the planned APLC sessions 
took place on the dates that had been scheduled at the beginning of this study. The dates 
were identified in Chapter 2, Figure 7. 
 This chapter discussed the methods used to collect data to answer the research 
questions. The analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data collected during the 
implementation of the APLC will be discussed in Chapter 4. Themes derived from this 
data analysis will also be addressed in Chapter 4.  
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Chapter 4  -  Data Analysis and Findings 
 Chapter 3 provided a description of the data sources and the corresponding 
collection methods used during my innovation. In this chapter, I discuss the data analysis 
procedures used to explore the changes in perceptions, concerns, and levels of use of the 
administrators as they participated in an APLC based on first year implementation of a 
new standards-based evaluation instrument. I will also describe the findings of this 
analysis.  Chapter 5 will address the complementarity methodology used as well as 
present the assertions to answer my research questions. 
  A mixed methods data analysis approach was used to better understand the 
possible impact of an APLC based on the new standards-based evaluation instrument on 
concerns, perceptions, and level of use of administrators during their first year of 
implementation. The first section, Quantitative Data, provides vignettes of the members 
of the APLC, encompasses the findings and analysis of the CBAM Stages of Concern 
Pre- and Post-Questionnaires and the Pre- and Post-Self Scored LdOI Rubric. The second 
section, Qualitative Data, contains the findings and analysis of Pre- and Post- CBAM 
Levels of Use Branching Interviews, my research journal, and informal One Legged 
Interviews. 
Quantitative Data 
Members of the APLC  
 The brief descriptions of each administrator provide background for the 
discussions that follow. 
 Amanda is the Director of Human Resources and the Assistant Superintendent. 
She evaluates the principals among multiple other duties. It is her first year in this 
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position. Prior to this, she had been the principal for seven years at the highest 
performing school in the district. During her tenure there she was named a Rodel 
Principal. This is an honor bestowed upon principals with outstanding growth in student 
achievement. She had been a Teacher on Assignment for one year after seven years of 
teaching elementary grades before being hired as the principal. All of her educational 
career has been in the district of study. She came later into education from a business 
background. She has a M.Ed. in Educational Leadership.  
 John is the principal at the lowest performing school in the district. It has a high 
population of homeless students, high mobility, high refugee status, and high poverty 
status. He has a military background as a tank commander in Iraq. He has ten years total 
as an administrator. He spent three years as an assistant principal in two separate districts, 
one year as principal of a homeless school, and three years as a founding principal in a 
charter school before coming to the district as a principal. During his three years as 
principal in the district of study, his schools rating went from a D to a B and back to a D. 
He has stated several times that he feels (and has been told) that he is responsible for the 
district being labeled a B district and not an A. Due to the closing of the junior high 
school, this is the first year that seventh and eighth grade students are attending school on 
his campus. He was a finalist for the Rodel Principal Award. He has six years teaching 
experience in elementary school settings. He has attained a M.Ed. in Special Education, a 
M.Ed. in Curriculum and Instruction, and just completed his Ed.D. in Advanced 
Educational Leadership. 
 Matthew has nine total years as an administrator. He has been a principal for three 
years, all of which have been in the district of study. He was a Rodel Principal finalist as 
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well. He was hired to be the principal of the district's only junior high. The school was 
closed last year due to low student enrollment. Michael led the school from a C to a B 
rating. He was placed at an elementary school that has been fraught with high leadership 
turnover and low teacher morale. It is also the largest K-8 elementary school in the 
district. This year is his first year at that school. His employment background includes six 
years as an assistant principal in two districts, four years as a special education math 
teacher, and one year as a member of a think tank devoted to teacher retention. He has a 
M.Ed. in Educational Leadership and an Ed.D. in Educational Leadership. 
 Robert is in his first year as a principal in the district of study. He has six years of 
administrative experience, all as a principal. He spent four years as principal of a charter 
school on a Native American reservation and two years at a charter school in a rural 
setting run by the same organization. This is his first year in a public school setting. He 
was hired to replace a retiring principal who was a "turn around" principal, one who had 
been hired to "clean house" and get scores up. The school has a high rate of teachers with 
very little experience. The majority of his staff has between zero experience (this is their 
first year) and three years of experience. The morale has been historically low at this 
school as well. This school is the only walking school and the only remaining K-6 school 
in the district and has no assistant principal.  Robert has a M.Ed. in Educational 
Administration. He recently completed his EdD. in Advanced Leadership through the 
same program as John. John encouraged Robert to apply for the open position last year. 
 Katrin is in her first year as principal of the highest rated school in the district. 
Katrin has had no experience as an administrator. She was hired to be the assistant 
principal, but when Amanda was hired as the Assistant Superintendent, Katrin was 
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offered the position. It is interesting that she spent her first ten years as a teacher at this 
same school. She was Amanda's mentor teacher when Amanda was a student teacher. She 
then moved to a much larger district where she spent eight years as an elementary school 
teacher and two years as an instructional coach. The morale at this school in previous 
years has been very high. Adding seventh and eighth grade students to the student 
population caused an increase in serious disciplinary infractions with corresponding rates 
of suspension. Teacher turnover has been high during this school year. Four teachers 
have quit since the beginning of the school year. The seventh grade math position has 
remained unfilled by a qualified teacher. Her assistant principal, Cathy, also has no 
experience as an administrator. Amanda has a M.Ed. in Curriculum and Instruction. 
 Deb is the only assistant principal in the district with administrative experience. 
This is her second year as an assistant principal. She was the assistant principal at the 
junior high school and was placed at the same elementary school as her principal, 
Matthew. She was a PE teacher for six years in the district at the junior high school. She 
has a M.Ed. in Instructional Leadership. 
 Abby is in her first year as assistant principal. She has no previous administrative 
experience. Prior to this position, she was the instructional coach for two years. She and 
John have a worked together for two years. She has seven years elementary school 
teaching experience in another district. She has a M.Ed. in Educational Administration 
and Supervision and is currently in an Ed.D. Leadership and Policy program. 
 Cathy also is in her first year as an assistant principal. She has eight years of 
experience as an elementary school teacher and reading interventionist. She has two years  
 
74 
of experience as an instructional coach. She was a Master Sargent in the Army prior to 
becoming an educator. 
Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
 The SoCQ helps answer all of my research questions. I used the Excel program, 
CBAM 16 to enter the questionnaire data and chart the results for analysis. I used the pre-
innovation questionnaire to inform my facilitation of the APLC. I collected and analyzed 
the data both for individual profiles and a group profile. I used member checking 
interviews to clarify and to ensure reliability of the data. This will be discussed in 
Chapter 5. I used the first and second highest stage scores to determine the greatest stage 
of concern for each individual and for the group as a whole. The percentile scores were 
generated from raw scores using the CBAM 16 Excel program and then plotted on a line 
graph. The highest levels of concern were identified by the highest percentile scores. The 
stages and the corresponding descriptors used for scoring are identified in Figure 11. 
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Stage Concern 
6- Refocusing A high score indicates the respondent is focused on exploring 
changes to or replacing the innovation.  
5-Collaboration A high score indicates the respondent is focused on coordinating 
and collaborating with others regarding the use of the innovation 
4- Consequence A high score indicates the respondent is focused on the 
innovation’s impact on others (students) in the respondent’s 
sphere of influence. Relevance, evaluation of outcomes, and 
changes needed to improve out comes are considerations. 
3-Management A high score indicates the respondent is focused intensely on the 
management, time, and logistics of the innovation. 
2-Personal A high score indicates the respondent is focused on self concerns 
such as status, rewards, and the effects of the innovation on them. 
1-Informational A high score indicates that the respondent wants fundamental 
information regarding the innovation. It indicates a focus on the 
structure and nature of the innovation. 
0-Unconcerned A high score indicates there may be a number of other 
initiatives/tasks that that are of concern to the respondent. It does 
not indicate the respondent is a non-user. 
Figure 11.  Stages of Concern scoring indicators.  Adapted from George et al., 2006. 
 
 
 The following line graphs identify the participants' intensity of concern for each 
stage. The August, pre-innovation, percentile scores are listed on the chart above the 
January, post-innovation scores. The stages of concern 0-6 are identified on the X axis. 
The intensity of the concern is identified on the Y axis and is indicated by 0 as the lowest 
level of intensity and 100 as the highest. I used Measuring Implementation in Schools: 
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire by George et al. (2006) to interpret the data 
collected. 
 Amanda.  In August, Amanda's peak percentile score was 95 at Stage 5, 
Collaborating. Her second highest score was 88% at Stage 2, Informational. According to 
George et al. (2006), a high score at stage 5 indicates that Amanda was "…intensely 
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concerned about working with others (her colleagues) in relation to the innovation." Her 
second highest score indicates that she was looking for more information regarding the 
LdOI. Her next highest score, 84% indicates that she may have had other initiatives and 
tasks that were also a priority as well as concerns related to self-concerns and 
management. It does not necessarily indicate that she is a non-user or is unaware of the 
innovation. These concerns were adjacent to one another, which according to George et 
al. is part of the developmental nature of concerns. Her lowest score of 30% at Stage 6 
indicated that she was not concerned about changing or replacing the LdOI. 
 
 
Figure 12. Amanda's SoCQ profile. 
 
 Amanda's scores in January indicate a change in her peak concerns. Stage 0, 
Unconcerned, became her highest peak score, at 81%. This would indicate that a number 
of other initiatives/tasks were of concern. Her second peak score was 59% at Stage 5, 
Collaborating, which indicated that she continued to have a focus on coordinating with 
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others regarding her use of the LdOI. Her next peak score at 47% was Stage 3, 
Management. This suggests that Amanda was also focused on the logistics of her role in 
LdOI implementation. Her lowest score, 9% at Stage 4, indicated that she was not 
concerned about the impact of the LdOI on students. All of her SoC scores dropped from 
August to January. Some were dramatic.  
 John.  John's August profile identifies his highest peak stage of concern was 99% 
at Stage 0, Unconcerned. His second highest peak was 96 at Stage 2, Personal. His third 
highest is Stage 1, Informational, at 93%. All of these scores are adjacent scores which 
indicate a high level of self concerns as identified by Frances Fuller (Fuller, Parsons, & 
Watkins, 1974). 
 
 
Figure 13.  John's SoCQ profile. 
 
 In January, all but one of John's scores had significant percentage drops. Stage 0, 
Unconcern, now became his highest score at 94%. This represented a drop of 5 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6
Aug-13 99 93 96 83 9 76 20
Jan-14 94 30 45 30 4 12 5
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percentage points. It indicates that other tasks and initiatives continued to be a high 
concern. His second peak score was 45% in Stage 2, Personal, and the next highest 
percentage, 30% was evidenced in Stage 1, Informational, and Stage 3, Management. In 
both August and January, his lowest stage of concern was Stage 4, Consequence. These 
scores indicate that he is not concerned about the impact of the LdOI on students and that 
he is more concerned with other initiatives/tasks than his implementation of the LdOI. 
 Matthew.  Matthew's three top peak scores in August were adjacent and there 
was only a 2% difference between his highest peak score of 99% at Stage 2, Personal, 
and his second peak score, 97%, at Stage 0, Unconcerned. His next highest peak score 
was 96% at Stage 1, Informational. This indicates that Matthew was concerned about a 
number of initiatives and what effects the LdOI might have on his status. His lowest 
score, 9% at Stage 6, Refocusing, indicated that he was not looking to change or adapt his 
use of the LdOI.  
 
 
Figure 14. Matthew's SoCQ profile. 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6
Aug-13 97 96 99 85 59 52 9
Jan-14 87 69 67 98 38 52 73
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 In January, Matthew's highest peak score was 98% at Stage 3, Management. This 
suggests that Matthew was focused intently on the management, time, and logistics of 
LdOI implementation. His second peak score, 87% at Stage 0, Unconcerned, would 
indicate that he still had a number of initiatives and or tasks that were of concern. His 
next highest peak score was 73% at Stage 6, Refocusing. According to Hall and Hord 
(2001), this striking percentage increase from what was his lowest peak concern in 
August, to his highest in January, may indicate that Matthew has very high unresolved 
management concerns. This striking pattern also pattern of peaks and valleys may also 
suggest that he is not favorably disposed to implementing the LdOI. 
  Robert.  In August, Robert's highest peak score was Stage 0, Unconcerned. This 
was indicated by his score of 98%. His second and third peak scores were Stage 1, 
Informational, and Stage 2, Personal. He gave them scores of 88% and 83%. As in other 
administrators, his highest peak scores were adjacent and in the first three stages. This 
indicates that he was intensely focused on other initiatives and tasks; he was looking to 
find more information about the LdOI and was concerned about how it would impact him 
personally.  His lowest peak score was 24% in Stage 4, Consequence. This suggests that 
his concerns about how his use of the LdOI impacted his students were low.  
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Figure 15. Robert's SoCQ profile. 
 
 Robert's highest peak score remained the same when he took the SoCQ in 
January. His highest concern is still 98% at Stage 0, Unconcerned. This suggests that 
other tasks and initiatives continued to be of greater concern than his implementation of 
the LdOI. His second and third peak percentage scores dropped to Personal, 52%, and 
Management, 47%. The scores were adjacent and indicated that he had concerns related 
to how the implementation of the LdOI impacted him personally and how he was 
managing the time and logistics of the implementation. His lowest score continued to be 
Stage 4. It dropped to 5%. 
 Katrin.  Katrin's peak scores of 98% at Stage 5, Collaborating, and 96%, Stage 1, 
Informational, suggest that she had an intense desire to learn from what others knew 
about the LdOI. Her third and fourth peak scores were 63% and 61% at Stage 2, Personal 
and Stage 0, Unconcerned. These scores were within two percentage points and 
according to George et al. (2006), they could be grouped together. Concerns at these 
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stages may indicate that Katrin was not overly concerned about the LdOI on her personal 
status due to her inexperience as a principal and lack of initial information related to the 
LdOI. Her lowest scores were in Stage 6, Refocusing and Stage 3 Management.  
 
 
Figure 16. Katrin's SoC profile. 
 
 In January, Katrin's profile looked markedly different. Her highest peak score was 
now 99% at Stage 0, Unconcerned. This represented an increase of 38 percentage points 
and suggested that other initiatives and tasks were of greater concern than in August. Her 
second highest peak score, 95% in Stage 2, Personal, was an increase of 33 percentage 
points and indicted that she had intense concerns about how the LdOI affected her status. 
Stage 3, Management, became her third peak score at 88%. This represented an increase 
of 73 percentage points. This dramatic jump in her Stage 3 score suggests that she now 
had intense concerns on how to manage her implementation of the LdOI. Her lowest peak 
score was now 4% at Stage 4, Consequences, which indicated she had little concern about 
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the impact of the LdOI on her students. Her scores also show a "tailing up" on Stage 6, 
Refocusing. This pattern suggests that she may be resistant or even hostile to using the 
LdOI (Hall & Hord, 2006). 
 Deb.  Deb has been an assistant principal for two years. In August, her highest 
peak score was 99% at Stage 0, Unconcerned. Her second peak score was 94% at Stage 
2, Personal. Her third peak score was 80% at Stage 1, Informational. George et al. (2006) 
identify the relationship between Stage 1 and Stage 2 as very important. They posit that if 
the scores are very different, they represent a one-two split.  They caution that a higher 
score at Stage 2 than at Stage 1 represents a "negative one-two split." This split depicts 
individuals who may have various degrees of doubt and who are more concerned with the 
innovation's effect on personal status or job security (Hall & Hord, 2001; George et al., 
2006).  
 
 
 
Figure 17.  Deb's SoCQ profile. 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6
Aug-13 99 80 94 23 16 44 20
Jan-14 91 60 48 43 5 48 11
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 In January, Deb's highest peak score of 91% was at Stage 0, Unconcerned. This 
represented only a nine percentage point difference from August. This would indicate 
that other initiatives and tasks were of greater concern. Her other scores had significant 
drops. Her second peak score, Stage 1, Informational, at 60% dropped 20 percentage 
points. Her third peak score was 48% at Stage 2, Personal and Stage 5, Collaborating.  
Her Stage 2 score represented a 46 percentage point drop from August. Her scores no 
longer evidenced a "negative one-two-split". Her score for Stage 5 was a 4 percentage 
point increase.   
 Abby.  Although Abby is a first year assistant principal, her previous experience 
was as an instructional coach at her school. Her highest peak score In August was 95% at 
Stage 5, Collaborating. This would indicate that she was intensely concerned with finding 
out what others were doing in their use of the LdOI. Her second, third, and fourth peak 
scores were all in the first four Stages. The scores ranged from 88% to 83% which 
indicated that they were all of almost equal intensity for Abby. They also indicated that 
she was not fully aware of the LdOI, but was interested in learning more about how it 
affected her personally both in her status and in her management of time and resources. 
She was not concerned about the impact of the LdOI on students, nor was she concerned 
with changing her use of it.  
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Figure 18. Abby's SOCQ profile. 
 
 In January, Abby's highest peak score was 81%. This represented a drop of only 
three percentage points for Stage 1, Unconcerned.  Other initiatives and tasks still 
occupied much of her concerns. Her second peak score was 59% at Stage 5, 
Collaborating. This combined with a third peak score of 47% at Stage 3, Management, 
follows the pattern of users suggested by George et al.  (2006) as users with concerns 
about collaborating with others regarding strategies for managing an innovation.  
 Cathy.  Cathy started in July as an assistant principal. She was both new to 
administration and new to the district. Her highest peak score in August was 99% at 
Stage 0, Unconcerned. Her focus was likely on the other initiatives and tasks related to 
her new position. Her second peak score was 96% at Stage 2, Personal. Her third peak 
score, 93% at Stage 3 Management was adjacent to her second. Her score profile 
evidenced a "negative-one-two-split" which may indicate her concerns related to her 
status and employment security were greater than her desire to learn about the LdOI. A 
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negative-one-two split is the relationship between Stage 1 and Stage 2 scores. If the 
scores are very different and Stage 2 is higher than Stage 1, it indicates that the person 
may have doubt and potential resistance to the innovation (George et al., 2006).  Her 
lowest stage of concern was 40% at Stage 4, Consequences. She was not concerned with 
the impact of the LdOI on her students. 
  
 
Figure 19.  Cathy's SOCQ profile. 
 
 Cathy's January score profile demonstrates a significant drop in her percentage 
scores in all but one stage. Her highest peak score was 76% at Stage 2, Personal. Even 
with a 20 percentage point drop, this score suggests that she continued to have personal 
concerns about the consequences of the LdOI in relation to her status and job security. 
Her profile continued to show a "negative one-two-split" suggesting that her personal 
concerns may override her desire for information about the LdOI. Her next highest peak 
score was 60% at stage 3, Management. Her lowest score, 8% at Stage 4, Consequences, 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6
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suggests that her concerns related to the impact of the LdOI on her students were even 
more reduced. 
 Administrators as a group. All the administrators took the SoCQ at the same 
time in August. The averages of the peak scores were created by taking the averages of 
the raw scores for each Stage of Concern and then those averages were referred to the 
percentile score table. I chose to analyze the group profile because the implementation of 
the LdOI and the APLC is a system-wide implementation. It was important to look for 
trends in any changes in concerns of the group to inform my facilitation as well as to 
determine the possible district status of the implementation of the LdOI. 
 
 
Figure 20.  Group SoCQ profile. 
 
 The highest peak score identified as Stage 0, Unconcerned, with 98% as average 
score. This would indicate that the majority of administrators had other initiatives and 
tasks that were of greater concern than the LdOI at the beginning of the school year. Only 
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three of the eight administrator profiles evidenced a stage other than Stage 0 as the 
highest peak score. The second peak scores identified by the group averages were Stage 
1, Informational, and Stage 2, Personal. Both had percentile scores of 91%. This would 
indicate that the majority of the administrators were concerned about how the LdOI 
would impact them personally, and that they were all looking for more information 
regarding the LdOI and implementation. Stage 4, Consequences and Stage 6, Refocusing 
had the lowest peak score of 30%. This would indicate that the administrators were not 
overly concerned about the impact of the LdOI on their students. Nor were they 
concerned about changing or modifying their use of the LdOI.  
 By January, all administrator profiles demonstrated Stage 0, Unconcerned as the 
highest peak score. There was only a one percentage point drop from August to January. 
Stage 3, Management had become the second peak score at 73%, an increase of eight 
percentage points from August. This would suggest that administrators had begun to use 
the LdOI and concerns related to time and logistics were intensified. Stage 1, 
Informational, and Stage 2, Personal, had significant percentage point drops. The 
difference between the Stage 1 and Stage 2 scores of 54% and 59% indicated a "negative 
one-two split." This suggests that personal concerns had now overtaken the desire for 
more information. It also may indicate doubt and potential resistance. The relationship 
between Stage 1 and Stage 2 scores may be very important because if the scores are very 
different and Stage 2 is higher than Stage 1 indicates that the person may have doubt and 
potential resistance to the innovation (George et al., 2006).  Stages 4 and 6 remained the 
lowest percentile scores, suggesting that the administrators continued to be relatively  
 
88 
unconcerned about the effects of the LdOI on students and as a group; they were not 
changing their use of the LdOI. 
Self-Scored LdOI Rubric 
 The data collected and analyzed from each self-scored LdOI rubric was be used to 
answer the following research questions: (a) What changes in administrators’ perceptions 
and practices occur as a result of participation in the APLC? and (b) How do I facilitate 
this collaborative professional development model? 
 I created a self-scoring document using the LdOI rubric (See Appendix D). The 
administrators scored the document in August as a pre-innovation data source and also 
again in January as a post-innovation data source. The purpose of this data collection 
technique was to determine if there were changes in the administrators’ perceptions and 
practices related to rubric indicators as a result of participation in the APLC.  
 I entered the data into an Excel spreadsheet and used a bar graph to show changes 
in perceptions from pre-and post-scorings. Rubric elements were given letter codes as 
evidenced in Table 3. The elements were ordered according to the settings in which they 
are scored. Some elements are scored in several settings. Administrators scored all 
elements only one time regardless of the number of times the element was listed in the 
settings on the rubric. The eighteen letter codes are identified along the X axis. The rubric 
score range of 0 to 4 is identified along the Y axis. 
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Table 3 
LdOI Chart Code 
Element 
Code 
Description 
A Leading Instruction: Observation and Evaluation of Instruction 
B Leading Instruction: Pre-and Post-Conference Data Gathering 
C Leading Instruction: Post-Conference Reinforcement and Refinement  
D Building Relationships: Mutual Trust and Respect 
E Developing the Organization: Group Facilitation 
F Developing the Organization: Communication 
G Developing the Organization: Management Systems 
H Building Relationships: Accessibility  
I Securing Accountability: Supervision of Written, Taught, and Tested 
Curriculum 
J Securing Accountability: Implementation of Strategies 
K Setting and Communicating Direction: Shared Purpose 
L Building Relationships: Conflict Facilitation 
M Developing the Organization: Change Process 
N Developing the Organization: Recruitment, Retention, and Succession 
Planning 
O Leading Instruction: Professional Development-Adjusting Support 
P Securing Accountability: Accountability for Goals 
Q Leading Instruction: Professional Development-New Learning 
R Leading Instruction: Professional Development-Collaborative Teams 
 
  
 
 In August, Amanda, the HR Director, gave herself a four, the highest level rating, 
in 5 of the 18 elements. She rated herself a “3” in 3 of the elements, a “2” in 7 of the 
elements, and a ‘1” in 3 of the elements. Amanda scored herself the same or higher on all 
but one of elements of the LdOI in January. She rated her level of performance at the 
highest level, or four, six times. This was an increase of +2 in three of the elements. Her 
scores for 3 of the elements increased by +1. The only element that showed a -1 decrease 
was G, or Developing the Organization: Management Systems. 
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Figure 21. Amanda’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
 
 
  
 In August, John rated his performance level at a “4” for the element A, Leading 
Instruction: Observation and Evaluation of Instruction. He rated elements G, J, and M at 
a performance level of “3.” John scored himself a “1” or a “2” for twelve of the eighteen 
elements. He rated himself a “0” in August and January for the element L, Building 
Relationships: Conflict Facilitation. All but one of John’s self-scores dropped in January. 
The only element that John scored himself higher was the element E, Developing the 
Organization: Communication. His score was +2 above his August rating. His January 
score of “1” for the element A, Leading Instruction: Observation and Evaluation of 
Instruction, represented a -3 drop in score. He rated himself at “0” for the element N, 
Development of the Organization: Recruitment, Retention, and Succession Planning, in 
January, which represented a -2 drop from his August score. 
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Figure 22.  John’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
 
 Matthew scored himself at a level “4” performance level for 2 out of the 18 
elements in August. They were Leading Instruction: Observation and Evaluation of 
Instruction and Building Relationships: Mutual Trust and Respect. In contrast, he rated 
himself a “4” in 5 of the 18 elements in January. Matthew rated himself higher in January 
on 9 of the 18 elements in January. Matthew’s rating of his performance in January was 
+2 above his August rating for the elements E, Developing the Organization: Group 
Facilitation, and H, Building Relationships: Accessibility. There was no change his rating 
of elements H, L, P, and Q from August to January. There was a -2 score change in the 
elements A, Leading Instruction: Observation and Evaluation of Instruction, and R, 
Leading Instruction: Professional Development: Collaborative Teams.  
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Figure 23. Matthew’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
 
 Robert’s self-scored element ratings showed little change from August to January. 
He scored himself +1 in January in 4 of the 5 elements related to Leading Instruction. 
They are A, Observation and Evaluation of Instruction, B, Pre-and Post-Conference Data 
Gathering, C, Post-Conference Reinforcement and Refinement and R, Professional 
Development-Collaborative Teams. He also scored himself +1 in the element P, Securing 
Accountability: Accountability for Goals. He rated himself -1 lower in January in the 
elements G, Developing the Organization: Management Systems and K, Building 
Relationships: Conflict Facilitation. He rated himself +.5 in the element D, Building 
Relationships: Mutual Trust and Respect. 
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Figure 24. Robert’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
 
 Katrin’s August to January self-scores had few dramatic changes. Six out of 18 
scores dropped between -1 and -.5. It is interesting to note that she scored herself lower in 
the elements related to Instructional Leadership: Observation and Evaluation of 
Instruction, Pre-and Post-Conference Data Gathering, and Post-Conference: 
Reinforcement and Refinement considering her background as a TAP, Teacher 
Advancement Program, Master Teacher. Four of her 18 scores showed a +1 gain. One 
element, N, Developing the Organization: Recruitment, Retention, and Succession 
Planning showed a gain of +2, an increase from a “0” to a “2” score. Seven of her scores 
showed no change from August to January. 
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Figure 25.  Katrin’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
 
 
  
  
 
Figure 26. Deb’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
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 Deb’s self-scoring shows a negative trend from August to January. She scored 
herself lower in January in 10 of the 18 elements. In August she rated herself a score of 
“4” in two elements, A, Leading Instruction: Observation and Evaluation of Instruction 
and D, Leading Instruction: Post-Conference: Reinforcement and Refinement. In January 
she rated herself -1 lower in these elements along with elements B, C, G, H, M, O, and Q. 
She scored her performance level at 0 in the elements I and O, representing a  -1.5 and -2 
drop in her ratings of herself from August to January. Elements J and P were scored as 
“0s” by Deb in both August and January. The only elements that she scored herself 
higher in January were E, Developing the Organization: Group Facilitation and K, Setting 
and Communicating Direction: Shared Purpose. Both of her scores in these elements 
showed a +1 increase. 
 
 
 
Figure 27.  Abby’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
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 Abby’s self-scores show an upward trend from August to January. She scored 
herself higher in January on 7 of the 18 elements. Three of the elements, C, Leading 
Instruction: Post-Conference Reinforcement and Refinement, F, Developing the 
Organization: Communication, and O, Leading Instruction: Professional Development-
Adjusting Support showed an increase of +2 in her scores. She scored herself +1 higher 
in A, B, N, and R. The only elements that Abby scored lower in January than August 
were D, Building Relationships: Mutual Trust and Respect and Q, Leading Instruction: 
Professional Development-New Learning. Both of these elements were scored a -1 drop 
in the level of performance. Eight of her self-rated scores remained constant from August 
to January. 
 
  
 
Figure 28.  Cathy’s self-scored LdOI rubric. 
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 Cathy’s self-scores show a pronounced negative trend from August to January. 
Cathy gave herself lower scores in 9 out of 18 elements. Two of the elements, I, Securing 
Accountability: Supervision of Written, Taught, and Tested Curriculum and N, 
Developing the Organization: Recruitment, Retention, and Succession Planning had a -2 
drop in score. The elements A, D, F, L, M, O, P all had a -1 drop in her self-scores. Nine 
of her self-scores remained constant.  
 The data from the self-scored LdOI rubrics showed no consistent trends or 
patterns. Deb, Cathy, and John scored themselves lower overall in January than in 
August. Katrin's and Robert's scores demonstrated little change in most of the rubric 
elements. Amanda, Michael, and Abby scored themselves higher overall in January than 
in August. There was no evidence for a central tendency as no single element or 
combination of elements was consistently scored higher or lower by all participants.  
 The quantitative data from the previous section will be used in conjunction with 
the qualitative data that follows to inform the assertions made in Chapter 5. 
Qualitative Data 
Levels of Use Branching Interview Protocol 
 The data collected from the LoU Branching Interview Protocol will be used to 
answer the following research questions: (a) How, and to what, extent do administrators’ 
concerns about and levels of use of the Leading Observation Instrument (LdOI) evolve as 
they participate in professional development embedded in an Administrator Professional 
Learning Community (APLC)? (b)What changes in administrators’ perceptions and 
practices occur as a result of participation in the APLC? and (c) How do I facilitate this 
collaborative model? 
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 I used the LoU Branching Interview Protocol (Figure 29) as a pre- and post- 
innovation protocol to explore any changes in the administrators’ use of the LdOI as a 
result of participating in the APLC.   
 
Figure 29. Branching interview protocol.  Hall et al., 2006. 
Are you using the 
LdOI?
No: LoU 0, I, II
Have you decieded 
to use it and seta a 
date to begin?
No: LOU 0, I
Are you looking for 
information?
Yes: LoU II
Yes: LoU  III, IVA, 
IVB, V, VI 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making to your use 
of the LdOI?
Yes, Impact 
Oriented
LoU IVB, V, VI
Are you 
cooridinating your 
use of the LdOI 
with others? 
Yes: LoU V
Are you planning 
on making any 
major changes or 
replacing the LdOI?  
Yes: LoU VI No: LoU IVB, V
No: LoU IVB, VI
No, User Oriented
LoU  III, IV
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I used the operational definitions for users or nonusers as seen in Figure 30 as a set of 
criteria to assist me in making the use/nonuse decision for the branching interview 
protocol decision points.    
 
Category Definition 
Nonuser Administrator has made no attempt to seek information or take action 
regarding the use of the LdOI.  
Administrator is seeking information and/or has made a decision to 
implement the LdOI at a specific time. 
 
User 
 
Administrator has implemented the elements of the LdOI in at least one 
of the settings articulated in the LdOI rubric 
Figure 30. Operational definitions for users/nonusers. 
 
The responses of the administrators were analyzed to identify their LoU using descriptors 
in a table adapted from Hall and Hord (2001). The first three levels are considered 
nonusers. The remaining five levels are considered users. (Figure 31) 
 
  
100 
 
LoU 0  
Nonuse 
User has little or no knowledge of the LdOI, has no involvement, and 
is doing nothing toward becoming involved. 
 
LoU I 
Orientation 
 
User has acquired or is acquiring information about the LdOI and/or 
has explored or is exploring its value and its demands upon the user 
and the user system 
 
LoU II 
Preparation 
 
User is preparing for first use of the LdOI and has stated a specific 
time to implement the LdOI in the workplace context. 
  
 
LoU III 
Mechanical  
 
User is actively engaged with the LdOI in workplace context. 
Adaptations are user oriented and primarily managerial and logistical 
with a purpose of mastering the implementation of the LdOI.  
 
LoU IVA 
Routine 
 
User is stabilized in use of the LdOI. Few changes are being made. 
Little thought is given to improving the innovation or its 
consequences. 
 
LoU IVB 
Refinement 
 
User wonders about the impact of their use of the LdOI on their 
stakeholders. He/she varies the use to increase the impact within 
his/her immediate sphere of influence. Variations are based on both 
short- and long-term consequences. 
 
LoU V 
Integration 
 
User is combining own efforts with colleagues to achieve a collective 
effect within their common sphere of influence. 
 
LoU VI 
Renewal 
 
User reevaluates the quality of the use of the LdOI, seeks major 
modifications, or alternatives to achieve increased impact, and 
explores new information and goals for self and the system. 
Figure 31.  Levels of use descriptors.  Adapted from Hall et al. (2006). 
 
 
 Amanda.  Amanda’s August responses to the interview questions placed her at a 
Level I Orientation, or state in which she was exploring the value and use of the LdOI as 
an administrator evaluator (Hall et al., 2006). I determined her overall LoU by analyzing 
statements from her branching interview. When asked the first question if she was using 
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the LdOI she responded, “Yes, I am continuing  to familiarize myself with it and start to 
plan conversations and time spent in areas to coach the principals in and around it.”  Even 
though she answered yes, her response indicated that she was not a user as defined by our 
operational definition of an LdOI user. Rather, she was in the Nonuser B category. 
Further probing placed her at the Orientation or LoU I in her use of the LdOI. When I 
interviewed Amanda in January, her responses identified her as a user according to our 
operational definition.  Her overall LoU indicated that she had moved from Level I 
Orientation, to Level III Mechanical. This suggested that Amanda was likely to be using 
the LdOI at a level dominated by personal needs and making mostly managerial or 
logistical changes to make her role easier (Hall et al., 2006). Her responses to the pre- 
and post-branching interview questions and the corresponding definition of the LoU are 
depicted in Figure 32. 
  
102 
Question: Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using 
the LdOI? 
“Yes, I am continuing to familiarize myself with it and start to 
plan conversations and time spent in areas to coach the 
principals in and around it.”   
Have you 
decided to use 
the LdOI and set 
a date to begin 
use? 
“Now have I actually sat down and done anything formal? Not 
yet, but it is right around the corner.” 
Are you 
currently looking 
for information 
about the LdOI? 
“I am not.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“Yes, I am.” 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“I think the changes I have made have been a direct result of 
reading it more, understanding it better, implementing it with 
principals and then going back and being really reflective about 
the conversations, making sure my evidence is lined up. So I 
think in the beginning when I was doing it, it sort of felt like I 
was winging it. Now, I feel I have a better grasp of things. Not a 
master yet, but certainly better than I was.” 
 
“I’ve taken each section of it, each setting and broken those out 
so that I can really be more tuned to that.” 
 
Figure 32.  Amanda’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
  
 Amanda’s responses suggest that from the beginning of the innovation to the end 
of data collection, she had moved from orienting herself and searching for more 
information, to using the LdOI in a mechanical way that involves changes that help her 
organize her use. 
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 John.  John’s August LoU Branching Interview response to the first question 
indicated that he was a user of the LdOI based upon our operational definition of a user. I 
determined his LoU at Level III, Mechanical because his response was centered on 
managing the record keeping and logistical requirements of the LdOI. After conducting 
the January interview, I determined that John had moved to Level IVB, Refinement. 
John’s LoU Levels are articulated in Figure 33. 
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Question: Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“Yes.”  
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“I spent almost all day Monday reorganizing my files and as I 
was reorganizing them I thought I should color code these rather 
than alphabetize them because then I could correlate the colors 
with the colors in the LdOI. But I am also organizing my binders 
and looking at using the schedule as a journal so to speak of 
appointments and things that have happened and …okay, this I 
think attaches to school improvement conference and 
improvement plan, this attaches to instructional leadership or 
whatever.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“Yes.” 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“I think there is one specific way I am using it more and that is to 
look at my communication style and expanding the outreach of 
the vision and the cultural impact…using it more and looking 
back. Okay well, how do we expand our communication with 
parents and stakeholders in a more intentional, deliberate way?” 
Are you 
coordinating your 
use of the LdOI 
with other users 
including another 
not in your 
original group of 
users? 
“Talked about it with Robert a lot, a little bit with Matthew. With 
Robert, the coordinated use was our dialogue about how do you 
use the LdOI to guide these discussions of your strategic plan? 
Because if you supplant the LdOI with your strategic plan, you 
might miss, there might be gaps and then you have to blame the 
plan versus if you structure the talk around what is the LdOI 
asking? Then you can really accurately tell your story.” 
Are you planning 
or exploring 
making major 
modifications or 
replacing the 
LdOI? 
“No. I don’t see a need to.” 
Figure 33.  John’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
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John’s responses indicated that he had moved from making adaptations of his use to the 
LdOI for his own personal benefit to that of making adaptations for the benefit of parents 
and community. He also was collaborating with others to make adaptations at a district 
level. 
 Matthew.   Matthew’s pre-innovation branching interview indicated he was at 
LoU III, Mechanical. Even though he was not making any changes in his use of the 
LdOI, Matthew’s response to the question suggested that he was struggling to articulate 
his use of the innovation. Hall et al. (2006) include such users in the Mechanical LoU of 
an innovation. They posit that such responses may indicate users who are using survival 
tactics and are “…almost overwhelmed by the task of actively implementing the 
innovation” (p. 13). By January, Matthew’s responses to the Branching Interview 
questions would indicate that he was no longer in the Mechanical LoU. It appeared that 
he had moved out of the user category into Nonuser B category based on our operational 
definition of a user. According to the Branching Interview protocol, he had moved to 
LoU II, Preparation. His responses are recorded in Figure 34. 
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Question:  Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“Absolutely.”   
Have you made 
any changes to 
your use of the 
LdOI and if so, 
what kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“Honestly, no. I think that has, right now, no, and part of it is 
because we, because of that maturity of our school that I keep 
having to deal with until I get into my ground…I would say 
getting used to the protocol is going to be the first hurdle for me 
to face is just the acclimation of the process, but I don’t think it’s 
something that if I keep out in front of it that it’s’ going to be tool 
that I could use to make sure that as I monitor myself and I am 
going to be able to make sure I don’t lose any components of my 
work that I consider to be valuable.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“Right now, no. Right now, other than that I got a really bad 
evaluation and I probably should more…so, no. As of today, no.” 
Have you decided 
to use the LdOI 
and set a date to 
begin use? 
“When we get a breath to like come back in the summer and like 
have time to like breathe and be intentful again, yes. Will I, right 
before my evaluation comes up to make sure that I’m paying 
attention to it more and if there’s anything I need to pay attention 
to more? Yes.” 
Are you currently 
looking for more 
information about 
the LdOI? 
“No. Outside of what it is, no.” 
Figure 34.  Matthew’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
  
Matthew was the only administrator who appeared to move to a lower level of use from 
the beginning of the study to the end of data collection in January. Possible reasons for 
this will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
 Robert.  In August, Robert’s answers to the Branching Interview questions 
indicated that he was a nonuser according to our operational definition and at LoU 0, 
Orientation. Robert’s January responses indicated that he had moved to LoU III, 
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Mechanical. Robert’s changes to his use of the LdOI indicate that he is using it to ease 
the pressure and requirement of using it as it relates to his observation and that his 
planning is short-term. 
 
Question:  Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“I’ve pulled it out to show teachers some of the things and going 
through that, looking at it, but no.”  
Have you decided 
to use the LdOI 
and set a date to 
begin use? 
“I am thinking about using it because I know I have some 
walkthroughs coming up and I know before I actually have that 
meeting I will be taking a look at it and being intentional about it. 
I don’t know when yet. I just know those are coming up.” 
Are you currently 
looking for more 
information about 
the LdOI? 
“No.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“I used it before my observation. Like in everyday practice? 
Well, I glance at it every now and then to see kind of what some 
of the requirements are, but other than that, I’m not using it to 
necessarily drive what I do, but maybe enhance what I do, add to 
what I do.” 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“When I do look at it, I think it changes my conversation and the 
way I have the conversations when I’m being observed. Like one 
of the things is adding your mission and vision before 
professional developments and things like that.” 
Figure 35.  Robert’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
  
Robert’s responses indicate that he moved from nonuser status to the lowest level of user 
status during the data collection time frame. 
 Katrin .  Katrin’s August pre-innovation branching interview responses indicated 
that she was at LoU III, Mechanical. Her changes were managerial and there was no 
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evidence of long-term planning. Her responses to the branching interview questions in 
January suggested that her changes were still related to managing her implementation of 
the LdOI in the short term. Her responses can be found in Figure 36. 
 
Question:  Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“Yes”.   
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“I am considering changes every minute of the day pretty much. I 
worry a little bit about the parent piece of the LdOI only because 
I haven’t spent a ton of time in meetings with parents yet. So, I’m 
not sure how that’s exactly going to shake out. I’m trying to 
figure out how that will all coordinate.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“Yes.” 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“One of the changes I’ve made is just in the way that I present 
information. So for example, the mission, vision, values, the 
norms…probably just breaking it down and what does it really 
look like in a real setting.  As new settings come up, I start to pay 
more attention to them. I’m hoping by the end of the year I’ll 
have a much better idea of it.” 
Figure 36.  Katrin’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
 
 Katrin’s responses suggest that she remained at a level of use dominated by 
changes related to overcoming general inefficiency in her use of the LdOI. The changes 
she made were based upon an incomplete understanding of the requirements of the LdOI 
(Hall & Hord, 2001). 
 Deb.  In August, Deb’s responses to the branching interview questions placed her 
at the Nonuse LoU 0. She was not actively seeking to implement the LdOI, nor was she 
seeking information about the LdOI other than at the APLC meetings. Deb’s January 
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responses were very close to her August responses. She stated that she was not opposed 
to using it, but that she was overwhelmed. She continued not to look for information 
outside the APLC settings. 
 
Question:  Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“Not yet.”  
Have you decided 
to use the LdOI 
and set a date to 
begin use? 
“I haven’t really thought past it. I haven’t looked at it.” 
Are you currently 
looking for 
information about 
the LdOI? 
“Not yet.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“No, I haven’t started using it yet. I’m not opposed to using it, 
I’ve just been overwhelmed.” 
Have you decided 
to use the LdOI 
and set a date to 
begin use? 
“Set a date? No.” 
Are you currently 
looking for 
information about 
the LdOI? 
No. Maybe it’s because there’s more space to understand it. I 
don’t know. It’s not that it’s overly complicated…” 
Figure 37. Deb’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
 
 Deb is the only administrator whose responses indicated no change in her level of 
use during the study timeframe. She did not move from the nonuser level. 
 Abby.  Abby’s August responses to the pre-innovation branching interview 
signified that she was at LoU IV B, Refinement. Her responses suggested that she was 
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evaluating her use and the benefits to the teachers at her school. Specifically, she 
mentioned building teacher leadership as a result of her use of the LdOI. Her responses 
indicated that she remained at LoU IV B in January. Her scope of influence on 
stakeholders had increased to consider the impact of her adaptations/use of the LdOI on 
students and parents as well as teachers.  
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Question:  Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“Yes.”   
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your use 
of the LdOI? 
“We have a leadership team with grade level bands with a special 
area teacher. We talked about setting a site goal. So I feel we’re 
building up a lot of teacher leaders at the campus. I think the LdOI 
has helped that.” 
Are you coordinating 
your use of the LdOI 
with other users 
including another not 
in your original 
group of users? 
I haven’t. Not outside our district. I’ve talked a little bit with other 
APs and some of the coaches.” 
Are you planning or 
exploring making 
major modifications 
or replacing the 
LdOI? 
“No.” 
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using the 
LdOI? 
“Yes.” 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your use 
of the LdOI? 
“So, a big change is a focus for our school is our goals and how we 
articulate them in talking about the rich tasks and high yield 
strategies. I don’t think in the past, we’ve referenced those and just 
always keeping in the forefront, identifying those students and 
focusing on key pieces of that. That is a big change. We set up the 
crew norms. You’ll see posters in all the classrooms. There’s one in 
my office. We refer to them whether it’s been a classroom, parent 
meeting, anything…and those are things that we’re held accountable 
to. We’re holding the students accountable and parents as well.” 
Are you coordinating 
your use of the LdOI 
with other users 
including other users 
not in your original 
group? 
“With our district, yes. I mean with you and with Jarret. Other than 
that, I haven’t sought out extra support.” 
Are you planning or 
exploring making 
major modifications 
or replacing the 
LdOI? 
“I don’t think we really get a choice, but I think it’s helping me be  
better assistant principal so I don’t know even if I could I would at 
this point. It’s too new to sit and say well, this is not working and I 
don’t want to do it or which one isn’t an option.” 
Figure 38.  Abby’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
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 Abby’s responses suggest that she started at the beginning of the study at a 
mechanical level focused on making her practice more efficient. By the end of the study, 
her responses indicated that she was using the LdOI in a more intentional and impactful 
manner. This would indicate she was refining her use. She and her principal, John, were 
the only two participants who reached this level during the study. 
 Cathy. In August, Cathy’s responses placed her at LoU II, Preparation. She was 
somewhat familiar with the LdOI, but had not yet implemented it. She was not a user. 
She was not looking for information other than what was given during APLC meetings. 
She had however, determined a date to begin her use of it. By January, Cathy’s responses 
placed her at LoU III, Mechanical. Cathy was now using the LdOI to plan business 
meetings, professional learning, and to improve her own practice regarding observing 
teachers.  
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Question:  Pre-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  8/13 
Are you using the 
LdOI? 
“Not a whole lot, no.”   
Have you decided 
to use it and set a 
date to begin 
using it? 
“October break. That is my goal to sit down and really start 
studying it.” 
Are you currently 
looking for 
information about 
the LdOI? 
“I haven’t been.  
Question: Post-Innovation Branching Interview Responses  1/14 
Are you Using 
the LdOI? 
“Yes.” 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your 
use of the LdOI? 
“I look at it more often to get ready for planning for professional 
learning. I am using when I am doing my observations. I am 
thinking how can I improve my observations? I just had a 
business meeting and I really looked at the LdOI almost as a 
guide of what should be done properly in these meetings.” 
Figure 39.  Cathy’s LoU pre-and post-branching interview results. 
 
  
Cathy’s responses indicated that she had become a lower level user by the end of the data 
collection for this study. She had begun to use the LdOI in her planning and making some 
changes to her day to day practice. These changes or adaptations were primarily short-
term and based on her needs. 
Coding Process and Themes 
 I used both deductive and inductive coding methods to analyze the data collected 
from One Legged Interviews, my research journal, and the probing questions I asked 
during LoU Branching Interviews. These data were collected from August, 2013 through 
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January 2014. The purpose of the deductive coding was to identify evidence of capacity 
building and collective scaffolding from Vygotsky’s theory of the Zone of Proximal 
Development (Vygotsky, 1978).   
 I used a multistep coding process for each qualitative data source. First, I printed 
multiple copies of each transcribed interview or journal reflection. I then read each data 
source in their entirety and noted initial thoughts and questions to get a "big picture" of 
the data. Next, I began the open coding process by looking for evidence of my deductive 
codes, and at the same time, began looking for emerging concepts associated with my 
research questions. I recorded these initial thoughts as memos. These memos assisted me 
in the process of identifying and comparing codes to establish themes (Corbin & Strauss, 
2007).  The findings from the coding process are articulated in Figure 40.  
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Themes Category Codes Sources Research 
Questions 
 
Administrators’ Self 
concerns remained 
high.    
 
Personal 
Concerns:  
fear, 
inadequacy, 
uncertainty  
 
 
Scores, 
Evaluation, Job 
Retention, Play 
the Game, Dog 
and Pony Show, 
Evidence,  
Compliance 
 
 
OLI, LoU 
Branching 
Interview 
Responses to 
Probes, Researcher 
Journal 
1 
 
A number of other 
initiatives/factors are 
of concern to 
administrators.  
 
Overwhelmed 
 
New Role, 
Playworks, JAG,  
 
OLI, LoU 
Branching 
Interview 
Responses to 
Probes, Researcher 
Journal 
1,2 
 
Administrators felt 
their understanding of 
the LdOI and their 
capacity in using the 
LdOI increased as a 
result of participating 
in the APLC sessions. 
 
Collective 
Scaffolding 
 
Capacity 
Building 
 
Conversation, 
Different 
Perspectives, 
Evaluator in the 
Room, 
Experienced 
Other 
Collaboration 
 
OLI, LoU 
Branching 
Interview 
Responses to 
Probes, Researcher 
Journal 
2,3 
 
Administrators 
appreciated the design 
and content of the 
APLC but had 
concerns about the 
schedule. 
 
Constructivist 
Framework  
 
Play, Safety, 
Relevant, Trust, 
Time, 
Constructivist, 
Consultants 
 
Emails, OLI, LoU 
Branching 
Interview, Probes, 
Research Journal 
 
3 
Figure 40. Emergent themes, categories, codes, data sources and relation to research 
questions. 
 
 
Evolution of Administrator Concerns 
 One of the purposes of this study was to examine any changes in the 
administrators’ concerns as they participated in an Administrator Professional Learning 
Community designed to facilitate the first-year implementation of their new evaluation 
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instrument, the Leading Observation Instrument (LdOI). Qualitative data were collected 
that helped me explore how, and in what ways, such an innovation might impact changes 
in administrator concerns, perceptions, and practices. The responses to the probing 
questions that I asked during the Levels of Use Branching Interview Protocol, the One 
Legged Interviews, and entries in my Researcher Journal informed the themes articulated 
in the following selections.  
Theme 1: Administrators’ Self concerns remained high. 
 Administrator responses were evidence for the emerging concept that 
administrators continued to voice concerns related to how the use of the LdOI would 
affect them personally. Seven of the eight administrators expressed some form of these 
concerns. The only administrator who did not express Self concerns was the building 
level administrators’ evaluator, Amanda, the HR Director. Nearly all of the seven 
building level administrators expressed concerns about their scores. Examples to support 
this code are evidenced below: 
 During her first LoU branching interview, after the first APLC, Katrin, a first year 
principal stated: 
I am type A and want to be threes and fours; but in reality just need to be okay 
with knowing that I’m probably not and that’s okay. It definitely brings some 
anxiety, because it impacts me, mostly… (LoU Branching Interview, August 24, 
2013) 
During her post-innovation interview after the final APLC session in January, Katrin 
stated: 
I’ll just be okay. If I’m a one or a two this year, I’ll just be okay. Next year, what 
can I do or what can I change to become a three to work on that? I am a very 
score driven person. I’m super Type A, like to get high scores, but right now it’s 
all about the learning curve and that has to be okay. (LoU Branching Interview, 
January 14, 2014) 
117 
Matthew continued to have Self concerns as well. The following statement from his first 
LoU branching interview expresses his concern at the beginning of the year: 
…knowing what I knew about the school and building and the pieces that we did, 
I would score significantly higher, probably. So in a way, I don’t think it’s fair if I 
think about it. I could engage with it in a different way than if for example, 
nobody ever told me that a red hot stove would burn me and I had to figure it out 
on my own. Somebody said, “Look for the red stove and if you touch it you will 
get burned.” Now if I touch it, then it’s on me. But at least I know in advance. 
(Matthew, branching interview, August 23, 2013). 
Later in the fall during a One Legged Interview, Matthew expressed to me that he knew 
the importance placed on his evaluation and was concerned because he was not really 
focused on it due to building the culture of his school (Researcher Journal Entry, 
September 27, 2013). In his branching interview in January, Matthew stated the 
following: 
Like there were parts where I’d gotten my low scores and I’m like, “Oh, I get it”, 
or I didn’t include that because, whether it was my fault and then there were 
certain parts where truly I don’t feel were accurate to what is…I really left 
depressed after. I didn’t grow from my evaluation. I shrunk. I can truly say I left 
for vacation and it was one big nail in a coffin. (January16, 2014) 
During an One Legged Interview, he also expressed that for the next observation he 
would be “playing the game” and have his rubric handy to “check off the boxes” 
(Researcher Journal, January 27, 2014). 
 The administrators continued to express concerns that suggested an uncertainty 
about the demands of the LdOI, the impact of their scores on their relationship to their 
job retention, and their ability to meet the demands adequately. Their statements helped 
develop compliance as a code related to self-concerns the implementation of the LdOI. 
 Compliance.   The Self level concern identified by the in vivo code, compliance, 
was mentioned by all of the administrators at some point during the innovation 
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timeframe. Some reiterated that they did not want the process to be about compliance, 
others stated that there actions were motived by “doing it right,” “because I have to,” or 
they stated compliance as a reason for doing something related to the LdOI. Compliance 
was a code within the personal category of the Self concerns theme because these 
statements were often embedded in administrator quotes that stated concerns related to 
job retention or adequacy in implementing the LdOI. 
 The assistant principal, Abby, expressed her concern at her LoU branching 
interview in August and again during an OLI in September. In August she stated: 
And that’s something that’s going to be communicated every time we have a data 
meeting, every time we have a planning meeting, every staff meeting, whether it’s 
APPT, when we have our next Wednesday, our Power Assemblies…that will all 
be communicated because we want to make sure that every is on the same page. I 
think, okay, how would this fit? Not as a compliance piece…So I need to start 
collecting those pieces and put it together in a binder. I just don’t want it to be a 
compliance piece. (Abby, Branching Interview, August 16, 2013) 
My research journal reflection after meeting with Abby and John, her principal, regarding 
an OLI after this stated: 
Wow- compliance was brought up by Abby several times-“it’s not about 
compliance”. I wonder, is it really about compliance? It appears so to me. They 
are both focused on getting a binder together, showing evidence of the rubric 
elements. I wonder, did she say that so many times because she is aware that they 
are in a compliance mode right now? (Researcher Journal, September 12, 2013) 
At the end of the innovation, Robert, who had never mentioned anything related to 
compliance in previous exchanges stated: 
I glance at it every now and then to see what some of the requirements are, but 
other than that, I’m not using it to drive what I do. For right now, I think it is more 
a compliance piece, I think for me. (January, 24, 2014) 
Deb, stated at her final LoU branching interview, “So it’s good and bad. I mean I hate it. I 
don’t want to do it, but I have to” (Deb, Branching Interview, January 27, 2014).  
119 
 Amanda mentioned her concern that principals were in the compliance mode, but 
understood that as a natural part of implementing something new (branching interview, 
January 17, 2014). 
 It was interesting to note that the concept of compliance did not lessen during the 
data collection sequence. It actually arose in January for two administrators who had 
never mentioned it previously. The concern for getting acceptable scores and making sure 
to “check all the boxes” did not abate during the sequence of data collection for most 
administrators. This concept of compliance seemed to have a natural link to the concept 
of another of the Self concerns, job retention. 
 Job retention.  Another Self level concern code that surfaced during inductive 
coding was that of job retention. Each of the building level administrators expressed it to 
different degrees. Perhaps the following quotes illustrate best the pressure the site 
administrators were feeling. In August, Cathy, an assistant principal, stated: 
Of course, it’s my job security, right? I have a little fear if I score low on 
something am I going to be put on an improvement plan? How can I keep that 
from happening? (Branching Interview, August15, 2013) 
In January, she expressed her concern again: 
It’s making me kind of insecure, just being honest. It’s making me wonder if I’m 
doing my job. It even made me question at one point, am I cut out for this? It’s 
heavy on my mind, definitely. What happens with these scores? Where is that 
going to go and who makes decisions? If I do receive a label am I going to have 
my job? There’s worries for me there and I don’t know where it’s headed. (Cathy, 
Branching Interview, January 23, 2014) 
 Unfortunately, there was no evidence that Cathy felt any relief from her concerns 
over job retention during the data collection cycle and her Self concerns remained high. 
Matthew who had not mentioned a score or anything related to keeping his job in August, 
stated the following in January, 
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At some point I resigned to the fact that I’m going to be destroyed this year 
because I don’t…there’s just too much and I don’t get it yet. As sad as it has 
turned, those scores are now going to be my tattoo. The evaluation itself is going 
to take over because I have to survive. (January 24, 2014) 
His use of the word, survive, in this context indicates an extreme level of concern related 
to job retention. The comment, “The evaluation itself is going to take over…” reaffirms 
the idea that compliance, scores, and job retention were inextricably linked for some 
administrators. 
 John too, mentioned his scores in his final branching interview. He had an 
interesting perspective. The scores were very important to him as evidenced by the 
following: 
Our scores are divergent from each other. We are not on the same level. My 
perceptions about leadership in the district among the principals, my friends, is 
that they’re doing a better job than I am. Well, the LdOI says they’re not. It says 
that I am doing a better job, but I have a D school so where’s the gap? (John, 
branching interview, January 24, 2014) 
 John’s response suggests that his scores did not match his perceptions regarding 
his peers’ beliefs about what they perceived to be true of his leadership abilities.  He went 
on to say: 
I’d like to know some really tangible artifacts to cling to and understand because I 
think my leadership wonders what happened. We went from a B to a D and there 
were some hard questions asked that I had to answer. The questions sounded like, 
are you really doing instructional mastery, are you really being an instructional 
leader, do you really have a mission and goals, are you really doing your job? My 
LdOI scores say, “Yes, I am.” (John, branching interview, January 24, 2014) 
This elaboration on his initial response and his use of the word, cling, may suggest an 
underlying concern about his uncertainty related to job retention. He appeared to think 
that the LdOI aided him in articulating to district administrators that yes, he was doing his 
job. His comments too, linked scores and the idea of job retention in the same quote. The 
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need for tangible artifacts would suggest that he was concerned about compliance to a set 
standard. 
 Amanda is not evaluated by the LdOI and had no concerns about the effect of 
scores on her position.  
 Administrator responses related to Self concerns remained a constant theme 
throughout the data collection sequence. After the first official evaluation, the number of 
comments related to scores, compliance, and their impact on job retention ratcheted up. 
Only, John mentioned his scores positively. Robert and Katrin did not mention their 
scores at all during their final interviews.  
Theme 2: A number of other initiatives/factors are of concern to administrators. 
 Theme 2 was derived inductively because it was mentioned in some respect by all 
administrators throughout the innovation. Both experienced and novice administrators 
used the word “overwhelmed” in their responses. They frequently mentioned that they 
had not enough time to think about or implement the LdOI other than before their 
observation. An example of this is Deb’s comment, “We’ve been so bombarded we’ve 
been trying to figure out what to do, it’s just right now having the time to speak to it 
specifically” (Branching Interview, August 24, 2013). Katrin, stated, “So, we’re in 
survival mode. So, it’s a little bit hard to worry about the LdOI” (OLI, September 14, 
2013). Amanda, the new HR Director, stated, “If I’m going to be honest, I’m just in the 
mode right now of understanding my job. I need to do that first before I do anything 
formal with the LdOI” (Branching Interview, August, 21, 2013). John expressed it 
metaphorically when asked about his use of the LdOI: 
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That would be like I got a new bike for Christmas and I love two-wheel anything 
and I’ve just ridden it around the block because there is snow on the ground. I’m 
like, I need to wait till the summer when I can just ride the hell out of it. 
(Branching Interview, August 16, 2013) 
He was likening the LdOI to the new bike and the many initiatives to the snow. This 
suggests that he too, felt the pressures of other initiatives impeding his understanding/use 
of the LdOI. My research journal entry for Nov. 15, 2013 is a reflection on an email I 
received from John from the hospital. It states: 
John went to the emergency room for chest pains and difficulty breathing. He kept 
me updated via email. He stayed in overnight and tests were run. The diagnosis 
was angina-stress related. This was the night before his LdOI evaluation. He sent 
me an email asking if I had any secrets or strategies for dealing with stress. My 
memo reflection was, Dear God, is it worth this? What are we doing? (Researcher 
Journal, Nov. 15, 2013) 
 By January, Matthew was still feeling the pressures of competing initiatives. In 
his exit interview he said: 
…I probably should more, but I also know that there’s all these emergencies. So I 
don’t want to say it’s not about me and my evaluation, but it’s more the school 
right now because there’s just big things that I have to deal with. Will I right 
before my evaluation to make sure that I am paying attention to it more? Yes. 
(Matthew, branching interview, January 24, 2013) 
 Deb stated in her exit interview, “Maybe there’s just so many other things going 
on, so I’m not opposed to using it, I think it is a great tool. I’ve just been so 
overwhelmed” (ranching interview, January 27, 2014). 
 All of the administrators shared comments regarding competing day to day tasks, 
priorities such as teachers resigning, finding substitutes, missing or late buses, angry 
parents, district initiatives such as Raise a Reader, Playworks, Healthy Foods, Healthy 
Choices, or a lack of experience in their current positions as a source of stress and or a 
reason for not fully implementing the LdOI. State mandates such as Move on When 
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Reading were also listed as concerns. These comments did not diminish for most of the 
administrators during the sequence of data collection. The only administrator who did not 
mention competing priorities as a continued concern at the end of the study was Amanda, 
the HR. Director. In her final branching interview she stated, “Now I feel like I have a 
better grasp of certain things, not a master just yet, but certainly better than I was” 
(January 17, 2014). Her responses were unlike the building level administrators.  
The continued references by administrators related to the number of initiatives and the 
lack of time to complete job requirements contributed to and gave evidence for the 
formation of Theme 2. 
Theme 3: Administrators felt their understanding of the LdOI and their capacity in using 
the LdOI increased as a result of participating in the APLC sessions. 
 Capacity building was a deductive code I chose initially because it was directly 
linked to my use of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development theory (1978). It became 
a theme after multiple close reads of the texts revealed the emergence of the category of 
collective scaffolding. Multiple subtopics within this category surfaced upon further study 
of the text that supported this determination. Collective scaffolding is tightly aligned to 
Vygotsky’s theory. I looked for evidence of these codes to answer my research questions 
related to changes in the administrators’ perceptions, concerns, and levels of use of the 
LdOI. They were to be used for triangulation with the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
and the LoU Branching Interview.  
 Examples of changes in Robert’s understanding and capacity are evidenced by the 
following statements from his first branching interview in August and his final interview 
in January. His responses suggest that he moved to a higher level of understanding and 
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use. It also shows evidence of collaboration apart from the APLC sessions. “I’ve pulled it 
out to show teachers some of the things and going through that, looking at it. But using it  
 
or looking for information about it, no” (Robert, branching interview, August 23, 2013). 
In his exit interview in January, he stated: 
I like the conversations we have. They’re conversations and that’s where it’s 
beneficial. If I were to just sit her in my office and kind of read through that, I 
think I would kind of stumble along and try to figure things out on my own. The 
conversations allow us to recognize some of the other things that we’re doing that 
could definitely fit. I talk to John a lot on the phone. We have conversations. 
Maybe not quoting the LdOI, but leadership conversations. (branching interview, 
January 24, 2014) 
In August, Katrin stated, “I think I have a heightened awareness probably of the things 
we need to be doing because of the LdOI. I just think I need to gain a better 
understanding of it” (branching interview, August 27, 2013). By January, Katrin had this 
to say related to the impact of the APLC sessions on her understanding of the LdOI: 
But to hear what everyone says, and then to hear you pose questions which lead 
us down the path of what it probably really means is helpful. Hearing from 
experienced principals makes a difference because sometimes I don’t even know 
what that looks like. Hearing Matthew and John talk about what that might look 
like or how you might tackle that gives me some idea. They’ve been really 
helpful. (branching interview, January16, 2014). 
These statements show that Katrin had progressed from simple awareness to using the 
LdOI in new ways by participating in the conversations during the APLC sessions. It also 
gave evidence for the construct of the value of “experienced others” (Vygotsky, 1978).  
 Abby’s responses in August indicated that she was already using the LdOI in her 
planning and implementation of some school initiatives. Her use was mostly centered on 
management and initial understanding of the LdOI. The following quote demonstrates 
this: 
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For example, I think in terms of the binder and here are some of the evidence 
pieces, going through the campus. I am still learning the LdOI. I don’t want this to 
become a compliance piece. I want it to be this is what we do. It is supports 
teachers and supports students. (Abby, OLI, September 12, 2013) 
In January, she said: 
I think those conversations have been helpful. We hear things that other schools 
are doing that we’re also doing and I’m like, Oh, I didn’t even think of that. We 
were talking about SVP (Social Venture Partners), but then realized that might not 
fit. So we talked about Playworks and realized how that would fit for the assistant 
principals. What I would like to do is actually talk to the other assistant principals 
and see what they are doing in terms of the LdOI because it’s new for all of us. I 
think that would be beneficial. I mean other than talking about it at our APLCs, I 
haven’t really sought out extra support for that. (Abby, branching interview, 
January 22, 2014) 
Her response in January substantiates the idea that she is moving to a level of 
understanding and use focused more on broadening her role as assistant principal and her 
desire for collaboration with her peers. 
 Cathy’s responses suggested that she too had moved from a lower level of 
understanding and use to a higher level in both. Her response in August to questions 
related to her use of the LdOI and any attempts at looking for information about the LdOI 
was as follows: 
I want to. I need to be more familiar with it. I need to find more time to sit down 
and look at it. I’m just being brutally honest with you. I haven’t been looking for 
any information. I think once I start digging into it and seeing what kinds of 
things I want do and what scores I’m shooting for, of course, I’m going to looking 
for resources. Absolutely. (Cathy, branching interview, August 15, 2013) 
By January, when she was asked about the impact of the APLC on her practice, Cathy’s 
response was: 
It opens my eyes to how big the job is and how many tasks and different things 
I’m held accountable for. Every time we sit down and dig in and start to really 
look at each little word and talk about what we are doing and how we’re doing it 
and even using what we already doing makes me relax. I was running a PD last 
week and there was a couple of things on the LdOI that I was like, oh my gosh, 
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how am I going to hit it? I called Deb and Abby a couple of times and we’ve been 
picking each other’s brains about it. (branching interview, January 23, 2014) 
This response suggests her understanding of the LdOI had changed to reflect a higher 
level and also attempts at collaboration with her assistant principal peers. One of my 
research journal entries states: 
Today’s APLC went well. Started with polymer experiment/metaphor. 
Conversations related to the rubric settings of collaborative teams and 
professional learning were more focused and showed a better understanding of the 
elements. Amanda shared some of what she had noticed in observations from site 
visits. Administrators shared what they were doing and possibilities for what they 
could do in their own professional learning settings. All in all great collaborative 
effort. Principals a little hesitant at first. Due to evaluation, maybe? (Researcher 
Journal, January 14, 2014) 
This journal entry supports the idea that administrators were moving to a higher level of 
understanding of the rubric elements. The reference to the evaluator sharing her insights 
related to the first round of observations supports the code, “experienced other.”  
In August, Matthew stated, “Honestly, I’m not looking for any information, no” 
(branching interview, August 23, 2013). By January, Matthew’s comments regard the 
impact of the APLC on his understanding of the LdOI were as follows: 
Absolutely. Absolutely. To be honest with you, I really questioned whether or not 
how much I would, and maybe that’s part of the reason why I don’t go as much 
on my own because I know honestly that you’re  helping us. So, I know it is going 
to happen. Honestly, having the evaluator in the room being part of the helping, 
it’s kind of like how we try to do things here. I definitely think it’s helpful. 
There’s a couple of personalities in there that are as different as you get. So, 
you’re going to get every bit of understanding or perspectives so that truly helps. 
(branching interview, January, 24, 2014) 
His remarks demonstrate the idea that the APLC sessions were helpful in his gaining 
understanding of the LdOI. His reference to having the evaluator in the room provides 
supporting evidence of the code “experienced other” that supports the theme. 
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Amanda stated the following response related to the APLC sessions and her role as the 
principals’ evaluator during her final One Legged Interview: 
I think it helps me to understand where they are in their understanding of it. I 
think we have principals in the room that have a better understand of the LdOI or 
components of the LdOI than others, so it helps me fine tune the conversation I 
may have with that person when it’s time to sit down and have the post-
conference, you, go over the scores. I think knowing where they are or where they 
are not really can help me push them to the next level. I would say that is the 
biggest impact. (Amanda, OLI, January, 22, 2014) 
She indicated that conversations during the APLC helped her understand the varied levels 
of understanding of the site administrators regarding the LdOI and their scores and next 
steps. She used her role as experienced other to share her insights with principals both 
novices and experienced during the APLC conversations. 
 Deb’s LoU showed no change from beginning to end of the data collection. Even 
so, she expressed a positive impact on her understanding of the LdOI as a result of 
participation in the APLC sessions as evidenced by this statement: 
I would say no, as far as changes to my practice. But I am definitely, after the last 
APLC thinking about where things can fit and things that I can do that maybe I’m 
not doing. But it’s not as complicated as I thought it was in the beginning and the 
more clarity has come from the last couple of APLCs. (Deb, branching interview, 
January 24, 2014)  
The principals expressed few examples of collaboration outside of the APLC sessions. 
The assistant principals expressed the desire to meet together, but made little progress in 
collaboration outside of the APLC sessions. This lack of collaboration outside of the 
APLCs and the observation that the assistant principals were not sharing very much in the 
APLC settings is noted in my research journal. My memo regarding the journal entries 
states: 
Deb, Cathy, and Abby stated during separate OLI that they don’t want to say 
anything because they don’t want to sound like they don’t know what they are 
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talking about or are busy learning and don’t feel confident in their answers. I need 
to structure conversations so that they have the opportunity to share with each 
other/other principals than their own. I need to talk with Amanda to see if we can 
find time for them to meet together without the principals. Matthew is becoming 
the go to for Katrin. John and Robert talk together. No other “cross-pollination” 
seems to be occurring. (Researcher Journal, September, 13, 2013) 
The lack of “cross-pollination” or collaboration outside of the APLC sessions continued 
to be a concern for me. I will address this concern and steps for moving forward in 
Chapter 6. 
 All of the administrators’ responses showed a trend of movement from lower to 
higher levels of understanding.  Most administrators expressed a higher level of use as a 
result of participating in the APLC sessions.  This was not the case for all administrators, 
however. I will address this trend and the disconfirming evidence in Chapter 5. All made 
statements that supported the idea they felt the impact of the APLC was positive. 
Theme 4: Administrators appreciated the design and content of the APLC, but had 
concerns about the schedule. 
 This inductive theme emerged as I analyzed my research journal, memos, One 
Legged Interviews, LoU branching interviews, and two unsolicited and unanticipated 
emails. All of the administrators expressed appreciation for the content and structure of 
the APLC sessions. Every administrator also expressed frustrations or concerns related to 
the APLC sessions being scheduled back to back with the outside consultant’s sessions 
devoted to debriefing site visits based on compliance to district initiatives.  
Administrators Appreciated the Design and Content of the APLC 
 The first concept embedded in theme 4 is supported by artifacts following the 
second and third APLC sessions.  
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Lots of laugher today. They really liked the Energy Sticks. Good metaphors 
related to energy conductors and inhibitors and the staff on their campuses. 
Relating them to their ability to facilitate conflicts/difficult conversations- not so 
much at the beginning. Had to ask probing questions to guide them to look at the 
Energy Stick metaphor and their role as instructional leaders and facilitating 
productive conversations when conflict or resistance exists. Used the LdOI 
rubrics and settings for Professional Learning and Collaborative Teams. The APs 
joined in much more today. Glad I restructured how to share out. Wonder if it is 
me and my facilitation-or just their innate dispositions that make the 
conversations productive and insightful? Maybe both? How can I improve? 
(Researcher Journal, October 15, 2014) 
After a One Legged Interview with Katrin and Cathy I wrote: 
Met with Katrin and Cathy. They say they love the APLC. Any agenda with my 
name on it makes them happy. Love the science toys and connections, the feeling 
of safety/fun with other administrators. They love that I don’t give them the “right 
answers.” They come to them through conversation/discourse. Changes they have 
made due to APLC: more mindful setting goals with Alexis. Christy stated she 
can be totally honest with me because I am part of the district and yet not part of 
the district. Not her evaluator. What can I do to support her or change the APLC? 
Continue everything as is-glad that I am available to meet/talk/support. 
(Researcher Journal, October 24, 2013)  
 Unsolicited evidence in the form of emails was also present. Two examples 
follow. An administrator sent an email to me dated September 17, 2013. It was sent two 
hours after our first APLC that took place without the outside consultants. He cc’d the 
other administrators. The name of the district has been redacted. The text was as follows: 
Today was across the plate fastball good in terms of training.  
1.  Treats.  
2.  Led by Balsz leaders.  
3.  Relevant to our needs. 
4.  Exemplars were Balsz created.  
5.  Feedback was intended and accepted as strength-based.  
6.  Treats.  
7.  AP's weighed in.  
8.  It was safe.  
8.5. Treats. (Email, September 17, 2013) 
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Other administrators replied with words such as “Agreed!”, “Amen!”, and “Yes!” 
Another email was sent to me by an administrator following the October 16, 2013 APLC 
session. It too, was sent as a cc to other administrators. The text was as follows: 
 
I appreciate the thought, execution, and consideration you put into our time with 
APLC.  
The flow of ideas. The banter. The sense of purpose. The trust. All welcome. 
(Email, October 16, 2014) 
Some of the administrator group replies were “Agreed,” “I third that,” and “Fourth that!” 
Amanda, the HR Director weighed in with, “Thank you all for your feedback. It’s critical 
that we have open communication with each other so we can continually grow.” 
The following comments came from individual interviews at the conclusion of the data 
collection period and provide corroborating evidence for the concept embedded in the 
theme that posits administrators appreciated the design and content of the APLC sessions. 
The administrators’ remarks can be found in Figure 41.  
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Administrator Quote Related to Content and Design of APLC Sessions 
Amanda I think the opening steps you do with the science, the analogies, and 
metaphors, that helps me moving down the path. I like that part. I think you’ve 
got some direct instruction administrators and some constructivist minds. 
(branching interview, January17, 2014) 
Cathy  I love it as new leader learning from the experts in the room. I love that. I like 
that you don't plant ideas. You’re letting us develop them. I am more of a 
constructivist learner myself anyway. I think it’s been smart how you’ve 
approached it. I’m military background. You tell me to do something; I’m 
going to do it. So it’s better for me to try and find it first. (OLI, January 29, 
2014) 
Deb The structure is always well organized and I think it gives safety and the ability 
to speak out and say what you think. (OLI, January 28, 2014) 
Abby Going there is very, not just enjoyable, but educational. It helps me understand 
things and you always bring a great perspective to it. I appreciate everything 
you do for us to help us understand things. (OLI, January 16, 2014) 
John So, two things come to mind, the activities that we do at the beginning and 
having to tie them to into the LdOI, I know, like Deb’s example was spot on 
and that exposes perspectives that I don’t-again, we’re such different creatures 
as principals and assistant principals that it exposes thought processes and 
patterns of doing that I wouldn’t have been exposed to on my own. The dialog 
that comes after it might look unstructured to somebody else, but it’s, I think 
it’s highly structured because everyone is using the conversation builders to 
kind of pile on ideas that makes for a really nice reflective piece which for me 
gives birth to new ideas. (OLI, January 17, 2014) 
Matthew It’s everything I need. We are reading the document, talking about settings, 
where and how. Honestly, it helps me a tremendous amount. (OLI, January 28, 
2014) 
Robert We have a lot of fun when we’re in there and I wouldn’t change that for the 
world. I don’t think if we didn’t do those kinds of things, we’d let the little 
things bother us a lot more if we had to just sit in another meeting just to talk 
about things. (OLI, January 16, 2014) 
Katrin I think it’s helped me understand the rubric better because I know I can read it 
and I can have an impression on it and an idea of what it means. Then I get in a 
room and hear what everybody else says and it really does change my thinking. 
I can’t think of anything I’d change about them. I think they’re reflective. I 
think it’s a safe place. I think not having the Superintendent there is probably 
helpful. I think it’s a safe place to say, I don’t know. (OLI, January 29, 2014) 
Figure 41. Content and design of APLC sessions supporting quotes. 
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The previous quotes support the first concept embedded in Theme 4 that all of the 
administrators appreciated the content and design of the APLC. The quotes shared 
confirmed the codes of safety, conversation, relevance, play, and constructivism. My 
journal entries provided corroborating evidence as well for the notion that using the ideas 
from Social and Organizational Learning theory, and Vygotsky’s ZPD (1978). 
Scheduling and the Impact of Outside Consultants 
 The second thematic construct of scheduling and the relationship to the outside 
consultant was embedded in the participants’ responses at the conclusion of the data 
collection as indicated by the following quotes: 
I had a hard time the first one when we were trying to go through it and you were 
speaking and then WestEd (outside consultant) was speaking and she takes her 
view on things and it doesn’t necessarily line up. She’s reiterating it her way and 
I’m like, fine, okay. Honestly, then I just stopped listening. Maybe that was why I 
was so confused. It was obvious to me it was not a good coexistence. (Deb, 
branching interview, January 27, 2014) 
Deb’s remark suggests that her understanding was hindered by the presence of the 
outside consultant’s participation in the APLC sessions. Her statement that she stopped 
listening and then became confused was powerful. Once the consultants were no longer 
part of the sessions, their impact was still felt by administrators because of the debrief 
sessions immediately prior to the APLC. We often ran out of time because the debrief 
sessions ran over the allotted time. This is evidenced by the following final branching 
interview quotes:  
Yes, going forward we should always put you first on the agenda and we are 
going to because it’s critical and we joke about it and it is not fair to the 
principals. I don’t want those moments. I don’t want what we’re doing with the 
LdOI to be connected in any way with those site visits. (Amanda, branching 
interview, January17, 2014)  
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We need more time with this. I don’t like splitting it between. They should be 
separate meetings so we are not rushed and we are not missing out on 
opportunities to address the LdOI. (John, OLI, September 24, 2013) 
 Additionally, administrators identified the difficulty of transitioning from one 
meeting to another as a concern. This construct is supported by the following: 
We seem to always have a meeting beforehand. I will say it takes me a transition 
period to go from one to the other because I’m trying to solve some of the 
problems from the first one before I can shift. So I would separate them. I feel like 
some of what we could talk about gets rushed, gets lost because they are always 
pushed together. (Abby, branching interview, January 22, 2014) 
It would be nice that you don’t have to attach to some of the other things we have 
to do-the production things that we have to take care of. Ideally, in a perfect 
world, maybe have your own meeting, that would be good, but it’s not feasible 
here. (Robert, OLI, January 24, 2014) 
Both quotes support the idea that administrators had concerns about the scheduling of the 
APLC after the debriefing sessions. Amanda’s response mentioned both time and 
transition. My journal entries often stated the difficulty of designing sessions to mitigate 
the emotional/cognitive impact of the sessions prior to the APLC. The following are 
representative samples taken from my journal that support the idea that the time 
constraints and transitioning remained a concern for me as the facilitator: 
Question: How do I ensure that tomorrow's APLC is SAFE? No WestED(outside 
consultant) for starters...Opening warm up activities- fun, engaging, thought 
provoking-connect. Bring special treats. Use protocols for sharing, maybe? Need 
to transition well after today’s site visits…(Researcher Journal, September 16, 
2013) 
Yesterday’s APLC felt rough. Had to follow really tough meeting. Administrators 
were chastised for not having data up on the data walls. At least not the way it 
was supposed to be represented. Talked with Katrin and Cathy today. They shared 
they looked forward to any agenda with my name on it. Not so much 
WestEd(outside consultant). Spoke with Matthew as well. He said his visit with 
WestEd was “brutal”. Made it hard to make the transition to the LdOI APLC. But 
the toy and playing helped. Emotions are high. Laughter/play is always the best 
transition device. They are so stressed. I need to make this meaningful. Glad that 
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WestEd is no longer participating in sessions. It is still a tough act to follow. 
(Researcher Journal, October 15, 2013) 
The previous entries expressed my frustration. Even though the outside consultants were 
no longer present in the APLC sessions, the impact of following their sessions persisted. 
Mitigating the lingering negative emotion continued to be a challenge. Again in 
November, this concern was mentioned in my journal: 
Late start again! Over 45 minutes late. Sorry that they had to wait outside for such 
a long time. They admin were wonderful. Transitioned well with the cupcakes and 
Magic Marble experiment metaphors. Good metaphors-great sharing with faces 
and feelings cards. No time to finish looking for lookfors in the rubrics or to 
watch the video. Technology didn’t work anyway. Finish up this setting at a later 
APLC. (Researcher Journal, November 26, 2013) 
And yet again in January after the last APLC for data collection purposes, I wrote: 
Once again- late start and a bit bumpy due to the site visit/WestEd meeting that is 
scheduled before the APLC! Lots of laughter/playing and joking around. They 
need it. Our time is so short. How do I make this a more seamless transition from 
the site visit? Is it possible? (Researcher Journal, January 14, 2014) 
 The conflict between the two back to back sessions was an enduring and 
seemingly inevitable occurrence. This conflict and the resulting frustration will be further 
discussed Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. 
Conclusion 
 The responses from the different qualitative data sources supported the four 
themes that surfaced during the qualitative data analysis process.  All administrators were 
represented in the data collection sequence. On the whole, administrators felt the APLC 
sessions supported their understanding of the LdOI, but continued to experience concerns 
related to the number of initiatives, the impact of scores, and the lack of time. The themes 
delineated and the supporting quantitative data in Chapter 4 will be used to generate 
assertions in Chapter 5.  
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Chapter 5  -  Findings  
 In this chapter, I will use the analysis from the qualitative and quantitative data 
collection measures from Chapter 4 to synthesize assertions that respond to the research 
questions posed in this study. The assertions were derived as a result of the triangulation 
of findings from qualitative and quantitative data sources that best informed each 
research question. The CBAM Stages of Concern Questionnaire and the Levels of Use 
Branching Interview protocols helped answer all of my questions as they related to 
changes in administrators’ perceptions, concerns, levels of use of the LdOI, and my role 
as facilitator during first year implementation of an APLC based upon the LdOI. In 
addition, the self-scored LdOI results from administrators helped inform the answer to 
my question related to any changes in perceptions and practices of the administrators as 
they participated in the APLC. Member checking to confirm or disconfirm my assertions 
and to build on their reliability/credibility was conducted (Creswell & Miller, 2000). 
Figure 42 represents the relationship between research questions, assertions, and their 
supporting themes. 
  
136 
Research Question Assertions Supporting Themes 
Quantitative 
Data 
RQ1. How, and to what 
extent, do administrators’ 
concerns about and levels 
of use of the Leading 
Observation Instrument 
(LdOI) evolve during the 
course of professional 
development embedded in 
an Administrator 
Professional Learning 
Community (APLC)? 
Concerns decreased and 
most administrators 
remained positively 
disposed towards LdOI. 
Concerns related to 
other initiatives 
remained high. 
Administrators did not 
follow user profiles  
Theme 1: Administrators’ 
Self concerns remained high 
Theme 2: A number of other 
initiatives/factors are of 
concern to administrators. 
Theme 3: Administrators felt 
their understanding of the 
LdOI and their capacity in 
using the LdOI increased as 
a result of participating in 
the APLC sessions. 
SoCQ 
 
RQ2. What changes in 
administrators’ 
perceptions and practices 
occur as a result of 
participation in the 
APLC? 
Administrators did not 
follow user profiles 
Administrators 
continued to worry 
about scores and job 
retention. 
Administrators’ 
understanding of the 
LdOI increased. 
Theme 1: Administrators’ 
Self concerns remained high. 
 
Theme 2: A number of other 
initiatives/factors are of 
concern to administrators. 
 
Theme 3: Administrators felt 
their understanding of the 
LdOI and their capacity in 
using the LdOI increased as 
a result of participating in 
the APLC sessions 
Self-Scored 
LdOI 
 
RQ3. How do I facilitate 
this collaborative 
professional development 
model? 
The design of the APLC 
was effective. 
Administrators felt safe 
to participate in the 
APLC. 
District systems limited 
the impact of the APLC 
Theme 3: Administrators felt 
their understanding of the 
LdOI and their capacity in 
using the LdOI increased as 
a result of participating in 
the APLC sessions 
SoCQ 
 
Self-Scored 
LdOI 
Figure 42. Relationship between research questions, assertions and their supporting 
themes. 
 
 
 
Data Triangulation 
 Triangulation of different types of data was used to corroborate findings and 
ensure the accuracy of the findings and assertions. The weaknesses and strengths of the 
quantitative and qualitative data collecting methods were balanced by triangulating the 
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data (Greene, 2007; Creswell, 2009).  Figure 43 shows my research questions and the 
data triangulation used to establish credibility in answering the research questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Research Questions and Data 
Sources SoCQ 
LoU /One 
legged 
Interviews 
Self-Scored 
LdOI 
Researcher 
Journal/ 
Voice 
Memos 
RQ1. How and to what 
extent do administrators’ 
concerns about and levels of 
use of the Leading 
Observation Instrument 
(LdOI) evolve during the 
course of professional 
development embedded in 
an Administrator 
Professional Learning 
Community (APLC)? 
Quantitative  
 
 
Qualitative  
 
 
 
Qualitative 
RQ2. What changes in 
administrators’ perceptions 
and practices occur as a 
result of participation in the 
APLC? 
 Qualitative Quantitative Qualitative 
RQ3. How do I facilitate 
this collaborative 
professional development 
model? 
Quantitative Qualitative Quantitative Qualitative 
Figure 43. Research questions and data sources. 
 
138 
Credibility of the Data 
The primary tests for confirmability and trustworthiness of the data were 
triangulation, member checking, and thick description of the qualitative data (Greene, 
2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994). A CBAM expert checked my interview process and my 
interpretation of the result of the Branching Interviews for accuracy. Data were compared 
among and between sources to strengthen the credibility of this study’s findings. The 
transcripts of the Branching Interviews, the SoCQ charts, the self-scored LdOI rubrics, 
and my interpretations were shared with the APLC participants to check for accuracy and 
to confirm or disconfirm my findings. This helped me to more accurately reflect actual 
perceptions. 
Changes in Administrators’ Concerns and Levels of Use: Research Question #1 
 The first research question posed was, “How, and to what extent, do 
administrators’ concerns about and levels of use of the Leading Observation Instrument 
(LdOI) evolve as they participate in professional development embedded in an 
Administrator Professional Learning Community (APLC)?”  Data related to participant 
concerns were collected throughout the innovation. 
Assertion 1: Concerns Decreased and Most Administrators Remained Positively 
Disposed Towards LdOI  
This assertion was advanced by the theme administrators' Self concerns remained 
high and informs the answer to the first part of the first research question related to the 
evolution of concerns related to LdOI implementation. 
 Individual SoCQ pre-and post-survey results for Stages 1-6 indicated changes in 
concerns for all administrators. Most administrators evidenced a drop in stages of 
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concern scores. Their statements during member checking reinforced the construct that 
they were not too concerned about using the LdOI on a day to day basis in their practice, 
but that they believed it to have positive value. An example would be when Robert stated, 
"Well, in everyday practice I glance at it now and then to see what some of the 
requirements are. I think it changes the way I talk about things like the vision and 
mission, and that's a good add."  Cathy stated, "It's causing me to learn and question and 
think a lot." Abby told me, "I think it's helping me be a better assistant principal. So, I 
don't know even if I could if I would make any changes at this point." Deb stated, "I think 
it's a good thing and what we're going to get from it is growth."  
The pattern of their profiles indicated that they were positively disposed to the 
LdOI due to the tailing down on Stage 6. They did not appear to have ideas they believed 
to have more merit than the LdOI (Hall & Hord, 2001; George et al., 2006).  
Two administrators, Katrin and Matthew, provided disconfirming evidence and 
demonstrated a troubling trend on the post-SoCQ profile. Like the rest of the 
administrators, their Stage 0 scores were high. Unlike the other administrators, their 
profiles evidenced variations of the "Big W" concerns profile. Hall and Hord (2001) state, 
"This combination of peaks and valleys indicates there are strongly held ideas of about 
what ought to be done with this innovation that are related to the very high and 
unresolved management concerns" (p. 70). They further state that participants with this 
profile are "adamant about their situation and are not as favorably disposed toward the 
innovation" (p. 70). 
In a conversation with me during member checking, Katrin stated she was in 
survival mode-trying to “stay afloat.” She pointed to the front of her head and said that 
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the LdOI was not at the forefront of her thinking, but that she was planning to look at it 
and use it during her evaluation and when she evaluated her assistant principal, Christy. 
She stated that she was trying to find the purpose behind the LdOI. She mentioned that 
she had doubts about staying an administrator in the district. 
 Matthew’s post-innovation profile scores were cause for alarm according to 
George et al. (2006). His post-Branching Interview responses were completely opposite 
from his pre-branching interview responses and confirmed this disquieting finding. He 
went from a positive, inexperienced user, to a nonuser whose SoC profile showed 
possible resistance and an unfavorable position toward implementation of the LdOI. An 
informal opportunity to member check arose when he came into my office, shut the door, 
and told me that he was not saying that he didn’t value the LdOI and think that it was a 
good instrument, but that it did not show what he did over time. It did not measure 
everything he was doing. It did not make any accommodation for his school and the 
unique characteristics of the staff and students. It did not truly capture all that he did. He 
explicitly stated that he had "philosophical disagreements with the model." His 
statements gave credence to the idea that he had other ideas that he thought might more 
accurately reflect the work he was doing. He also stated that for the first time, he was not 
sure he wanted to come back to the district.  
 Conclusion. Data from complementary quantitative and qualitative sources and 
themes 1 and 3 helped inform Research Question 1. CBAM provided a framework from 
which to understand the concerns of the administrators, design professional development 
support, and a systematic means of communication through the use of One Legged 
Interviews (Hall & Hord, 2001). Findings from this study are congruent with the research 
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that recognizes that as individuals learn more about an innovation and the requirements 
for implementation, their concerns are lowered and they remain positively disposed. If 
the concerns remain unresolved, individuals may become resistant and unfavorably 
disposed (Hall & Hord, 2001;  George et al., 2006). 
Assertion 2: Concerns Related to Other Initiatives Remained High 
Assertion 2 helps answer the first research question related to the evolution of 
administrator concerns as they participated in the APLC.  
The ideal development progression for changes in concerns according to Hall and 
Hord, (2001) is represented in Figure 27. None of the administrator's individual profiles 
matched any of the ideal user progressions identified by Hall and Hord. Nor did the group 
profile resemble any progression for users. Instead, the group profile identified 
administrators' Stage 0 Awareness concerns as high at the start of the innovation and 
remained high at the end of data collection. See Figure 44. 
 
 
Figure 44. Ideal progression for Stages of Concern.  From Hall and Hord, (2001). 
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 Figure 45 shows of the actual administrator group profile.  A close look reveals 
the disparity between the ideal user profiles and the profile for this group of 
administrators. 
 
 
Figure 45. Administrators' group profile for SoCQ. 
 
According to Hall and Hord (2001), the high peak scores in this stage demonstrate 
that the administrators had other initiatives than the LdOI implementation that were of far 
greater concern than the implementation of the LdOI (p. 60-61). George et al. (2006) 
caution, "If the Stage 0 percentile is particularly high relative to the other scores, the 
other stage scores may have little significance" (p. 53).  
The SoCQ, Branching Interviews, One-legged Interviews, and my Researcher 
Journal also informed the assertion. The following quotes in addition to the quotes 
already mentioned in Chapter 4 increased the credibility and provided confirmation for 
this assertion. One participant stated early in the implementation, "Until I get my ground, 
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I'm on a paycheck to paycheck basis," and another said, “It’s like we're on a train. We 
build the tracks, we drive over. We build the tracks, we drive over." "They (the 
initiatives) all interlock. They are the things that have been killing us,” was spoken by an 
administrator referencing all the tasks and initiatives that were happening at the same 
time as the implementation of the LdOI.   
The high Stage 0 scores combined with significantly lower scores for many of the 
other stages, and the interview narratives supported the assertion that the LdOI was not 
high on the administrators’ priority list of initiatives, concerns, and innovations that 
competed for their time and attention (George et al., 2006). Member checking confirmed 
this assertion. Several administrators said they did not really think too much about the 
LdOI unless they had an observation coming up or during the time we spent in the APLC 
sessions. Restructuring of the seventh and eighth Grade schedules, possible redistricting, 
lack of permanent, highly qualified teachers, the building of a new Boys and Girls Club 
on one campus, discipline issues, the implementation of the new teacher evaluation 
system, Common Core, and new assessments were some of the initiatives and concerns 
mentioned in member checking that took priority over the LdOI.  
The statements of the administrators reveal evidence for the notion of change 
fatigue. Change fatigue is a concept most familiar to business contexts and organizational 
development theory. Change fatigue takes place in organizations where seemingly 
endless streams of new initiatives are introduced and the members responsible for making 
the changes to implement the initiatives are exhausted by the additional and taxing 
requirements of the new initiatives and the way they are implemented (Garside, 2004). 
Each of these initiatives is valuable individually. However, the implementation of them 
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all at the same time has the potential to “…take the principals by storm, leaving them 
confused about priorities, overwhelmed with work, and coping with a false sense of 
urgency” (Kotter, 2011). In other words, there is the distinct possibility that they may 
face change fatigue. Change fatigue is often a result of the perception of individuals 
within an organization with frequent change initiatives that changes are not discrete 
events with a beginning and end. Rather, individuals experience fatigue and an increase 
in anxiety due to the perception that change is unpredictable (Rafferty & Griffin, 
2006). My researcher journal entries also informed this assertion. I wrote entries or 
recorded Voice Memos after One-Legged Interviews and APLC sessions of my concerns 
for the number of initiatives the administrators were trying to juggle. Often my entries 
asked variations of the question, "How do I help make this implementation not ‘one more 
thing’?”  My Voice Memos often expressed my admiration for the administrators and 
their ability to conform to the sheer volume of tasks and initiatives they juggled. The 
Voice Memos and journal entries also revealed my concerns regarding their high level of 
stress as imparted to me by administrators in private conversations. I tried to make sure 
that I kept the lines of communication open and attempted to continue to articulate the 
positive aspects for this vision of change in multiple ways (Kotter, 1996; Fullan, 2001). 
The One Legged Interviews were opportunities to provide continuing support and 
resources (Hall & Hord, 2001; George et al., 2006). 
Conclusion. Data from complementary qualitative and quantitative resources and 
Theme 2 informed Research Question 1. Findings from this study are consistent with the 
CBAM research that the higher the Stage 0 score, the more the respondents are indicating 
that they have a number of tasks or initiatives that are competing for priority and the 
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innovation is not the only thing the with which the respondents are concerned (Hall & 
Hord, 2001; George et al., 2006). 
Assertion 3: Administrators Continued to Worry About Scores and Job Retention 
The qualitative data supported the notion underpinning Theme 1 that 
administrators continued to exhibit high levels of self or personal concern related to their 
scores on the LdOI and their job retention in spite of the extensive time we spent in the 
APLC deconstructing the LdOI rubric, sharing experiences, and engaging in discourse 
about effective practices related to the LdOI.  
The post-SoCQ Stage 2 results for all building level administrators except Katrin 
showed a lowering of Stage 2 Personal scores. This seemingly disconfirming data caused 
me to wonder, were they experiencing Stage 2 concerns identified by Hall and Hord, 
(2001) or were they not? The answer was both. They were concerned and they were not. 
The answer began to emerge upon further study of the statements identified by George et 
al. (2006) as relating to Stage 2 concerns. The Stage 2 statements taken from the SoC 
Questionnaire are shown in Figure 46. 
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Number SoCQ LdOI  Statements as adapted from the Original 
7 I would like to know the effect of the LdOI on my professional status. 
13 I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new system. 
 
17 I would like to know how my administration is supposed to change. 
28 I would like to have more information on time and energy commitments 
required by the LdOI. 
 
33 I would like to know how my role will change when I am using the LdOI. 
Figure 46. Stage 2 LdOI SoCQ statements.  Statements adapted from George et al. 
(2006). 
 
 
 
When asked during member checking if they had concerns regarding statements 
13, 17, 28, and 33, administrators shared minimal concerns. Statement 7 evoked a 
markedly different response. Because the principals had all been evaluated for the first of 
three evaluations just prior to participating in the post-SoCQ, their level of concern 
appeared to be related to their scores. The assistant principals had not yet been evaluated 
by their principals. Even so, all building level administrators but one, rated statement 7 
between 4 and 7. The corresponding Likert Scale descriptors are: 0-irrelevant, 4-true of 
me now, and 7- very true of me now. Only John and Amanda rated their post-innovation 
level of concern as a 0. Amanda, a district administrator, was not evaluated on the LdOI. 
John, although stated he had scored well on his evaluation, was quietly orchestrating his 
exit.  
The administrator responses related to statement 7 corroborated the qualitative 
data findings.  Comments such as, "It’s my job security, right?", "If I'm a one or a two, I'll  
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just be okay, just be okay," and finally, "At some point I resigned to the fact that I am 
going to be destroyed this year…I got a really bad evaluation" advance the assertion. 
Throughout the APLC implementation, my research journal and Voice Memos 
divulge my misgivings that the APLC was not really making much of a difference in the 
administrator concerns related to the impact of the LdOI implementation on their 
personal concerns. Once the actual evaluation process began and administrators received 
scores, this third assertion was confirmed by the data.  
In his book, Leading Change, Kotter (1996) discusses why change initiatives 
stumble or fail. He articulates that it is often because organizations do not take a holistic 
approach. He defines the 8-Step Process for leading change. This process was a 
foundation for the APLC implementation. His ideas do not address the impact or 
existence of Self Concerns. Hall and Hord (2001) address the notion that success of an 
innovation is directly related to the concerns of the members of the organization. They 
advocate just as Kotter does for large doses of communication throughout the innovation 
implementation. To address resistors with high levels of personal concern they state, 
“…the better intervention approach is to express empathy and understanding for the 
person's concerns and provide resources and support" (p. 74). These ideas were 
foundational constructs for the implementation strategies employed during 
implementation. While the constructs for the APLC were valid, they did not truly address 
the deep seated concerns related to scores and job retention. 
Conclusion. Data from complementary quantitative and qualitative sources and 
Theme 1 informed Research Question 1. Findings that administrators continued to 
express concern about their scores and job retention from this study are consistent with 
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the CBAM research related to unaddressed high level personal concerns. Research 
supports the idea that when participants are uncertain or uneasy about the impact 
implementation will have on their professional status, they may become fearful or 
resistant (George et al., 2006).  
Assertion 4: Administrators Did Not Follow User Profiles 
Assertion 4 was supported by the Levels of Use Branching Interviews and SoCQ 
profiles. This assertion informs the answer to Research Question 1.  
Amanda's, Robert's, Deb's, and John's SoCQ profiles show them to be nonusers. Amanda, 
Robert, and John indicated that they were all users according to our operational definition 
and the LoU Branching Interview rubric. They spoke of using it to a certain extent in 
their practice. But then later, during member checking conversations, Amanda and Robert 
shared responses that gave disconfirming evidence and indicated that their use of the 
LdOI was limited to evaluation cycles and during the APLC, but not in actual day to day 
practice. John continued to assert that he was using it in his routine practice. In actuality, 
John's post-SoCQ profile was probably the most accurate indicator of his true level of 
concern and use. One month after the post-innovation Branching Interview, John reached 
out to me via email asking to meet for lunch. He stated that he needed some guidance. 
We set a date for the next Monday. On the Friday before, he canceled lunch and shared 
he had accepted a position as the director of a nonprofit organization and would be 
leaving his school if the board released him from his contract. They did. John is no longer 
a principal. Prior to this, John had not expressed a desire to seek other employment. His 
earlier bout with stress related angina may have been an early warning signal.  
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Deb's branching interview responses corroborated her SoCQ profile. She further 
confirmed her status during member checking when she said, “Well, still, I haven't 
started using it yet. I have an evaluation coming up and then I'll use it.” 
The remaining four administrator profiles were quite unique. Cathy and Abby, 
both new assistant principals, might have had profiles that matched inexperienced user 
profiles if they had not had such high Stage 0 scores. They evidenced Management and 
Collaboration scores that resembled inexperienced users and their responses to the 
Branching Interviews confirmed their identification as users. In member checking 
conversations, they both mentioned attempting to use it in their daily practice.  
Both Matthew and Katrin exhibited profiles that were concerning. Their profiles 
and responses to interviews gave support for the notion that they were nonusers and were 
struggling to manage the implementation of the LdOI. They also indicated that they were 
not positively disposed towards the LdOI and were not using it in their practice. 
My journal reflection after a One Legged Interview with Matthew reveals my 
concern and my lack of answers for how to assist him. I wondered if his differences with 
the LdOI implementation and scores were part of the "implementation dip" phenomenon 
articulated by Fullan (2001) or if his concerns with the LdOI were fundamentally deeper. 
The processes advocated by Kotter (2001) and Hall and Hord, (2001), did not ameliorate 
the concerns exhibited by Katrin and Matthew. 
 Conclusion. Data from complementary qualitative and quantitative sources and 
Themes 1 and 2 helped inform Research Question 1. Findings are congruent with the 
CBAM literature. Multiple initiatives, unresolved intense personal concerns, and strongly 
held incompatible beliefs hinder the progress of participants as the move from  nonuser to 
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user status (Hall & Hord, 2001; George et al., 2006 & Hall et al., 2006). 
Changes in Administrators' Perceptions and Practices: Research Question #2 
Assertion 5: Administrators’ Understanding of the LdOI Increased 
 The second research question, "What changes in administrators’ perceptions and 
practices occur as a result of participation in the APLC?” was focused on administrators’ 
changes in perceptions about the impact the APLC sessions had on their understanding of 
the LdOI and their day to day implementation of the LdOI. I used post-innovation 
interviews, the administrator self-scored LdOI pre-and post-data, and my researcher 
journal and Voice Memos to answer this research question and to formulate this 
assertion.  
Administrators completed pre-and post-innovation self-scored LdOI rubrics. 
There were no common pattern scores for all administrators. Four of the administrators, 
John, Deb, Cathy, and Katrin, scored themselves lower overall on the post-innovation 
LdOI rubric than the pre-innovation rubric. Robert, Amanda, Abby, and Matthew scored 
themselves higher overall on the post- than the pre-innovation rubric. All administrators 
had some scores that remained the same. All administrators cited their new understanding 
as a result of the APLC as a reason. The following quote from Deb during member 
checking is representative of other statements made by administrators,  
After the last APLC, thinking about where things can fit it and things that I can do 
that maybe I’m not doing or places that I self-scored zero, now I understand 
where I really truly am. I’m like, okay, now that I know this, how am I going to fit 
this in? 
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The statements regarding their self-scored rubric made by administrators lend 
credence to the idea that the APLC sessions increased the understanding of the LdOI for 
administrators.  
The qualitative data reinforced the assertion that their understanding had 
increased for all administrators. An actual increase in use of the LdOI in practice as a 
result of the APLC sessions was not evidenced by most administrators. The use was 
related more to evaluations than practice. In post-innovation interviews and member 
checking conversations, administrators made comments such as Robert’s, “I think with 
regards to the leadership team meeting and the site visit, I think what was helpful was 
covering that stuff before we actually had the actual evaluation. Having the conversations 
was very helpful.” Abby stated: 
The LdOI has a lot of different components and settings and thinking about how 
one rubric applies in one setting and how it applies in another setting and 
providing evidence for it- there’s a lot of intricate pieces. So being able to sit 
down and read it and talk about it in the moment and articulate it with other 
principals, assistant principals, and yourself has helped me to understand it a lot 
better. Hearing how the other schools are meeting the criteria for it has helped me 
understand those are some of the things we are doing here or that’s an area that I 
really need to work on. Because sometimes I’m like, how would I provide 
evidence for that? 
  
My researcher journal and Voice Memos corroborate this assertion as well. An 
example Voice Memo after a One-Legged Interview follows: “Robert likes the format of 
the APLC. Likes the discussion/collaboration. Video of Principal made it very real and 
doable. Changes made due to APLC/LdOI: embedding vision and mission into 
everything- Leadership teams/PLC.” A journal entry stated, “The discussion was how to 
use what they already have in place and then find the ways to make it match. Several 
administrators said this was helpful.” 
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The APLC was envisioned and implemented through the lens of successful 
professional learning community attributes. The sessions were based on job embedded 
practices. They were collegial with opportunities for authentic problem solving. They 
were aligned to the district initiative of LdOI implementation and provided opportunities 
for open and safe communication (Davis et al., 2005; Evans & Mohr, 1999; Lambert, 
2006; Marzano et al., 2005). Ongoing communication and short term wins such as 
successful implementation of LdOI rubrics in practice were acknowledged and 
celebrated (Kotter, 2001). 
Conclusion. Data from complementary qualitative and quantitative sources and 
Themes 3 and 4 informed Research Question 3. The findings are consistent with the 
CBAM innovation implementation, Kotter’s 8-Step Process, and effective Professional 
Learning Communities research regarding the impact of targeted and collaborative 
professional development (Davis et al., 2005; Evans & Mohr, 1999; Hall & Hord, 2001; 
Kotter, 2001; Lambert, 2006; Marzano et al., 2005).   
How I Facilitated a Collaborative Professional Development Model: Research 
Question: #3 
Assertion 6: The Design of the APLC Was Effective 
My final question, “How do I facilitate this collaborative professional 
development model,” was answered primarily by using the data from my Voice Memos 
and Researcher Journal entries and reflects my personal insight regarding this innovation. 
Data from interviews were used to augment or enrich my understanding. Vygotsky’s 
Social Learning Theory and (ZPD) Zone of Proximal Development (1978) were 
appropriate theoretical frameworks to inform the creation of this collaborative APLC. My 
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journal entries demonstrate that I was acutely aware of the relationship between the 
actual level of development and the potential level of development as posited by 
Vygotsky’s ZPD and sought to facilitate the learning of the less experienced 
administrators  by capitalizing on the strengths of the more experienced during our 
sessions. Prior to an upcoming session, I wrote, “How do I build on John’s use and 
Robert’s understanding?”  It was vital to capitalize on John’s use of the LdOI (I had 
observed him on a site visit) and Robert’s understanding of the language and purpose of 
the LdOI (We had had an in depth, informal conversation about the embedded ISLLC 
Standards in the LdOI) in order to facilitate scaffolding for the less experienced 
administrators. Building on Vygotsky’s theory, I also knew that all administrators would 
move beyond their individual competencies through collective scaffolding.  
My journal entries affirm my attempts to create opportunities for collective 
scaffolding. I noted that the assistant principals remained very quiet during the first two 
APLC sessions. I wrote, “How do I engage the APs so they feel safe to share?” and again, 
“How do I bring the APs into the conversation? What protocols can I use?” An example 
of successful collective scaffolding occurred after an opening science 
experiment/metaphor activity where all participants shared. John, an experienced 
principal, told me that Deb’s, an assistant principal, metaphor was “spot on.” He further 
said that her metaphor helped him see that particular LdOI element in a new light. 
Assistant principals and Katrin, the first year principal, expressed appreciation for 
the opportunity to listen to the experienced principals. They expressed the benefits of 
discussion and of grappling with the language and nuances of the LdOI collaboratively as 
they created a shared understanding. The principals conveyed positive reactions as well. 
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They enjoyed learning from each other and having the time to work through the rubrics 
and create common language and expectations. Amanda, their evaluator and the most 
“experienced other,” shared with me that the organization of the sessions was valuable 
because it helped her understand where the principals were in terms of their 
understanding. This helped her plan for her evaluation conferences with the principals. 
My researcher journal and Voice Memos further corroborate this assertion. Many of my 
journal entries echoed the sentiments shared. 
Conclusion. Data from complementary qualitative data sources along with 
Themes 2, 3, and 4 informed Research Question 3. The findings from this study are 
consistent with Social Learning Theory and Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development 
theory (1978). Administrators reported an increase in their understanding of the LdOI due 
to the APLC innovation design based on collaboration, discussion, collaborative 
scaffolding, and experienced others(Vygotsky, 1978). 
Assertion 7: Administrators Felt Safe to Participate in the APLC 
Because the APLC participants were not only a combination of experienced and 
inexperienced administrators, but also a combination of evaluators and evaluates, it was 
crucial to design APLC sessions that encouraged collaboration and instilled a sense of 
safety and equality (Antonacopoulou & Gabriel, 2001; Brooks & Nafukho, 2006; Jones 
& Hendry 1994). My endeavors to create such a design is recorded in my researcher 
journal and Voice Memos in conjunction with the data collected from One-Legged 
Interviews and member checking. The APLC sessions were designed around a consistent 
format. The meetings always started with an interesting and entertaining science 
experiment or toy. Participants would play and then create a metaphor to share. We 
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would then begin analyzing the language of the LdOI and create “Look Fors” in their 
practice. The opportunities to engage in discourse were always a mix of structured and 
unstructured. Videos, role plays, and scenarios were used to facilitate collaborative 
scaffolding. All administrators shared their enthusiasm for the meetings and their 
appreciation for the design and sense of safety. Multiple quotes were shared in Chapter 4 
that substantiate this claim. Assistant principals were reticent to share in the first 
meetings. By the end of the data sequence I had written the following in my journal, 
“Went well! APs participated in a much greater way. The Energy Sticks set the stage for 
the metaphor. All APs shared today. They asked probing questions and gave their own 
perspectives and insights. Breakthrough!” I also made entries that evidenced the growing 
feeling of safety such as, “…loves the feeling of fun/safety with other administrators” and 
“overall positive responses today. Facial expressions/eye contact and body language 
remained open during the entire session. Continue to keep it constructivist based. 
Continue the science toy connection. Based on their needs.”  
There was disconfirming evidence for this assertion as the innovation sequence 
continued. In my Voice Memos after the first cycle of evaluations I stated,  
Principals were very subdued today- especially Matthew. They laughed and 
played at the beginning during the “Snow” (polymer science activity). As soon as 
we started in the Look Fors- they closed up. This only happened before at the 
beginning of the APLC innovation sequence in the fall when WestEd was in the 
room. What do I do now? I am sure this is because of the first cycle of evaluation 
scores. 
  
I continually asked myself questions in my reflections. I wondered, “How do I 
support them?” and “How do I chunk this? How do I reduce the stress this is likely to 
cause?” I asked administrators during member checking if they felt it would be helpful to 
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talk about the scores. Some said yes, some said no. It was the first time I sensed a divide 
and a hint that some administrators began to feel constraint and were no longer as free to 
share ideas and comments with their evaluator in the room. I felt somewhat at a loss as to 
how to overcome this new challenge. 
Conclusion. Data from complementary qualitative sources and Theme 4 were 
used to inform Research Question 3. The findings are consistent with organizational 
development theory research which posits that emotion and learning are interrelated and 
the environment must be mostly free from anxiety for optimal learning. It also suggests 
that learning takes place in an environment of trust, experimentation, and play 
(Antonacopoulou & Gabriel, 2001; Brooks & Nafukho, 2006; Jones & Hendry 1994). 
The use of science toys, metaphors, and visual media were successful APLC strategies 
when negative emotions were as a result of lower level concerns. Once administrators 
were evaluated and scores were given, it became more difficult to transition and facilitate 
a positive emotional space for learning. 
Assertion 8: District Systems Limited the Impact of the APLC 
Throughout this research study, lack of time and a seemingly overwhelming 
multitude of tasks and initiatives were constant and consistent themes in the qualitative 
and quantitative data. All administrators mentioned insufficient time allotted for the 
APLC was a cause of frustration. Several felt they needed more time to complete the 
conversations. Not one of my journal entries and Voice Memos was without a reference 
that revealed my frustration at the lack of time to complete our agendas. We never had 
the opportunity to complete a session in its entirety. Multiple quotes from multiple 
sources provided evidence of this in Chapter 4. During member checking, administrators 
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mentioned that they wanted the APLC sessions to be longer and separate from the other 
district meeting that took place just prior to the APLC. In the same conversation, they 
would say that they could not be away from their campuses any more than they already 
were. They believed a separate meeting would be ideal, but not practical.  
The number of tasks and initiatives inherent to the role of building level 
administrators in this small district is staggering. Words such as overwhelming, brutal, 
and intimidating were frequently used by administrators to describe their attempts to 
implement the LdOI alongside everything else. The persistent and unrelenting high Stage 
0 score on the SoCQ further substantiates the construct that as long as administrators 
continue to experience a high level of competing priorities, the implementation of the 
LdOI will have diminished importance (Hall & Hord, 2001; George et al., 2006). I found 
this to be true as administrators shared during formal interviews and informal 
conversations that they had little time outside of the APLC to discuss or think about the 
LdOI. They also admitted if they did think about or look at the LdOI it was as they 
planned for an upcoming evaluation. 
Conclusion. Data from complementary qualitative sources and Themes 1, 2, and 
4 informed the answer to Research Question 3. The findings of this study are consistent 
with CBAM and change fatigue literature. The day to day tasks and competing initiatives 
and priorities left little time for administrators to implement the LdOI in daily practice 
(Hall & Hord, 2001; George et al., 2006; Garside, 2004; Kotter, 2011; Rafferty & Griffin, 
2006). 
Overall, the data supported the answers to my research questions and the 
assertions made that suggest that the APLC was successful in increasing the 
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administrators’ understanding of the LdOI. The data also indicates that many, but not all 
of the concerns of the administrators related to the first year implementation of the LdOI 
decreased as a result of this innovation. The data gave mixed results regarding any impact 
of the APLC on changes in the level of use of the LdOI by administrators in their daily 
practice.  
My reflections during this study demonstrate my uncertainties as to the true 
impact, if any, the APLC had on supporting administrators during this year of 
implementation. I wondered if any successes were a more result of the innate dispositions 
of the administrators themselves. I questioned if the APLC was supporting the 
administrators effectively. I wondered if I was even studying the right thing. My 
conclusions, the limitations, and implications will be addressed in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 6  -  Conclusions 
You are a bit like Columbus – you sailed off to find the route to India and you got 
blocked – finding a new world. (S. Painter, personal communication, February 28, 
2014) 
 
I began this research study with one purpose, to design and study a professional 
development model embedded in an Administrator Professional Learning Community 
(APLC) to support administrators through the first year implementation of their new 
evaluation instrument. The small, urban district had implemented a new standards-based 
teacher evaluation instrument as a provision of their participation in the Teacher 
Incentive Fund Grant the previous year. The second year of the grant required that 
building level administrators be evaluated on a rigorous, standards-based instrument as 
well. This mandate was implemented along with multiple ongoing district initiatives and 
represented a new evaluation paradigm for district and building level administrators.  
Throughout this process and in my role as an action researcher, I sought the 
answers to my research questions by identifying and clarifying administrator concerns 
and levels of use, exploring the changes in administrator perceptions and practices, and 
learning more about my leadership role as a facilitator respective to this innovation.  
 In this final chapter I will provide an overall conclusion to this action research 
study by discussing lessons learned, implications for practice, limitations of the study, 
implications for future research, and finally, my closing thoughts. 
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Lessons Learned 
Achieving the Purpose of This Action Research 
 The answer to the question of whether or not this action research achieved my 
purpose is yes, maybe, and no. Did participation in the APLC support an increase in 
administrators’ understanding of the LdOI evaluation process?  The data would indicate 
the answer is yes. Did participation in the APLC support an increase in administrators’ 
level of use of the LdOI? The data informed response is yes, in some cases, maybe in 
some cases, and no in others. Did participation in the APLC support a positive change in 
the stages of concerns of administrators resulting in a decrease in both intensity and 
frequency? Once again, the data attests to the answer yes, in some cases, maybe in some 
cases, and no in others. Did I learn more about myself as a facilitator of professional 
development? The data substantiates a resounding yes. 
 The context of this innovation was inherently fraught with challenges due to the 
educational reform landscape of high stakes state and national mandates related to student 
assessment and new evaluation systems that impact labels and pay for all educators. Not 
everyone is in favor of the current culture of reform. In her book, The Death and Life of 
the American School System, Diane Ravitch (2011) describes this landscape as “…an 
effort to upend American public education…with an end result entirely speculative and 
uncertain” (p. 13). Other educational researchers promote the notion that current reform 
landscape is politically and financially motivated with an end goal of destroying public 
education (Berliner, Glass, & Associates, 2014). This research study looked at one tiny 
cog in this giant wheel of educational reform: a model of professional development 
161 
support for administrators as they implemented a standards-based evaluation system that 
impacts their label of effectiveness and pay. 
 Initially, I anticipated that administrators would be positively disposed towards 
the innovation because I had worked with them as they implemented the teacher 
evaluation system the previous year. I knew the three returning administrators were 
highly motivated and had a record of success at their sites. They also were a part of the 
decision to partner with the TIF 4 Grant and implement a comprehensive districtwide 
evaluation system. I was a part of the hiring process for the remaining four administrators 
and felt confident they too, would be positively disposed. What I had not anticipated was 
the sheer volume of tasks and initiatives already in place and the high learning curve for 
all new administrators that would affect their capacity for another innovation.  It should 
not have been a surprise. The literature indicated that too many initiatives implemented at 
the same time could cause confusion about priorities, overwhelmed with work, and 
coping with the anxiety brought about by fatigue and the perception that change is never 
ending (Kotter, 2011; Garside, 2004; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006).  Lack of time and the 
multiple competing priorities were factors in the limited success of this innovation. All 
the APLC meetings took place as outlined in Chapter 3. However, the time was always 
cut short due to the existence of a prior ongoing initiative. As a result, the conversations 
were often truncated and a deeper understanding of LdOI implementation in authentic 
and consistent daily practice was never achieved. Consequently, administrators felt 
supported in their understanding of the LdOI and increased knowledge level, but there 
was not evidence of an overall increase in their use of the LdOI in daily practice.  
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Another factor impacting the success of the innovation was the emotional impact 
of principals receiving evaluation scores during the time frame of this implementation. 
This was devastating to at least one administrator. His confession to me behind closed 
doors reiterated his anxiety about retaining his job, receiving a label that followed him, 
and his deep philosophical differences with some aspects of the LdOI. He stated he was 
“crushed, destroyed” by his scores. He asked, “Where is the joy? Where is the passion?” 
He went on to say that for the first time he had doubts about staying in the district. This 
statement echoes the literature that suggests that many principals do not perceive 
evaluation systems as valuable or reliable representations of the work they do (Condon & 
Clifford, 2010; Goldring et al., 2009; Heck & Marcoulides, 1996; Thomas et al., 2000; 
Portin et al., 2006).  
The unabated pressure related to receiving a state label and continued 
employment dependent on their scores intensified once they had received scores. This 
had repercussions causing challenges to the openness of conversations and the feeling of 
safety in the last APLC. The literature suggests that this increase in anxiety due to scores 
would inhibit learning as well as the feeling of safety during the APLC (Antonacopoulou 
& Gabriel, 2001; Brooks & Nafukho, 2006; Jones & Hendry, 1994). 
Administrators increased in their understanding of the LdOI and believed it to be 
a good instrument that captured most, but not all of what they did. A couple of the 
settings evaluated were new to the administrators and there were no structures or systems 
in place prior to the APLC. The APLC provided the opportunity to collaboratively 
identify ways to create these new structures and adapt current practices to conform to the 
163 
LdOI settings. Most administrators continued to state they were supportive of LdOI 
implementation.  
Answering the Action Research Questions 
 There was a sufficient body of qualitative and quantitative data sources to address 
the research questions investigated in this study. Data from pre- and post-surveys, 
interviews, and self-scored rubrics were completed by all participants and applied as 
planned to answer the research questions posed. In addition, my researcher journal and 
Voice Memos provided a means to record informal One Legged Interviews and my 
thoughts and reflections throughout the implementation. These data sources were 
invaluable as I sought to reach a deeper understanding in order answer the research 
questions. 
The sum of this data was triangulated to inform each of the research questions and 
bring to light findings. Member checking was used to validate the credibility of the 
assertions that developed. These member checks took place in informal settings such as 
One Legged Interviews and were invaluable in checking for the trustworthiness of my 
claims. During these interviews, the administrators generally agreed with the findings and 
assertions. This was especially true for the assertions related to the number of initiatives 
implemented and the effectiveness of the design and structure of the APLC in 
relationship to an increase in knowledge. Oftentimes their comments during member 
checking led me to take a closer look at the findings to explore seemingly disconfirming 
evidence. Member checking was critical to the understanding the apparent dissonant data 
regarding the assertion related to the high stage of worry over scores and job retention. 
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Though there were some limitations that will be addressed later in this chapter, the data 
appeared to inform the research questions. 
New Learning about Leading Professional Development 
Prior to designing and implementing the professional development model of an 
APLC for this research study, I was familiar with Professional Learning Communities as 
defined by Richard DuFour (2004). I knew they needed to be collaborative, focused on 
learning, and evaluated for effectiveness by analyzing the results of student achievement 
(DuFour, 2004). My understanding was somewhat narrow and lacked any theoretical 
foundation. I knew little about the research behind implementing change. The process of 
facilitating the APLC in a school district immersed in profound and all-encompassing 
change helped me develop insights about the intentional design of professional 
development sessions that address the complexity and personal nature of change. 
Specifically, the CBAM Principles of Change were revelatory and influenced the 
planning of the APLC innovation as a support to the administrators as they began first 
year implementation of the LdOI (Hall & Hord, 2001). If the Stages of Concern 
Questionnaire and the LoU Branching Interview protocols had not been used, it is 
unlikely that the deep seated concerns of the administrators would have been revealed. 
The APLC sessions would have resembled more traditional forms of professional 
development that did not take into account personal concerns or interventions to mitigate 
or eliminate them. The results of Branching Interviews provided rich description and 
brought clarity and consonance to the questionnaire results. This in turn allowed me to 
seek further enlightenment as to how to proceed in planning for sessions. Because of the 
timing and emotional state of the administrators after the first session with outside 
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consultants participating, a deeper survey of the research was needed in order to mitigate 
negative emotional states. This research brought me to organizational ddevelopment 
theory and the importance of providing emotional safety and a sense of experimentation 
and fun to the sessions (Antonacopoulou & Gabriel, 2001; Brooks & Nafukho, 2006; 
Jones & Hendry 1994). 
Because the LdOI is the basis for 40% of their total evaluation, the resulting 
scores have a high stakes impact on their careers and job retention. It was important to 
design a structure that compelled collaboration in building a common understanding of 
the rubric requirements. The experience levels of the administrators needed to be 
addressed and the addition of the evaluator as part of the process necessitated a safe 
environment. I was familiar with Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development as it related 
to children’s learning (1978). Until this innovation, I had no concept of how to use it with 
adult learners. This innovation allowed me to explore the use of experienced 
administrators as more knowledgeable others to collectively scaffold the development of 
the knowledge and capacity of the less experienced administrators related to the LdOI.  
There was no evidence that this process aided administrators’ movement out of Stage 1 of 
capacity building as articulated by Vygotsky’s theory of ZPD. There was not adequate 
time during this study for administrators to internalize the information and develop their 
capacity to a higher stage even though collegial dialogue and reflection were essential 
and consistent components of the LdOI APLC sessions (Hord, 2008; Rogoff, 2008; 
Showers & Joyce, 1996). This confirms the prediction made in Chapter 2 of this study 
that time would be a mitigating factor in the transfer of learning to internalized, 
automatized practice.  
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Even though the responses of administrates related to the APLC were positive, 
and administrators all experienced a greater understanding of the LdOI as a result of the 
APLC sessions, their impact on the actual implementation of the LdOI was limited. The 
majority of concerns mitigated or significantly reduced were concerns that were 
informational concerns related to knowledge of the requirements, comprehension of the 
rubrics, and the management and systems needed for implementation. The deeper-seated 
personal concerns were actually increased for some administrators as they acquired more 
knowledge about the requirements of the LdOI and their capacity and performance.  
New Learning about My Role as External Change Facilitator 
Even though this innovation was focused on the impact of the APLC, my role as 
an external change facilitator is to design support for the implementation of the entire 
vision for change as articulated in Figure 1, Chapter 1. The LdOI implementation is 
nested within the larger Human Capital Management Initiative. Once again, CBAM was 
instrumental in informing the support of the building level administrators in my work as a 
liaison between them, district level leaders, and the county education service agency (TIF 
4 Grant Administrators) to implement the wider vision. Rogers described this role as that 
of a change agent with the goal of influencing administrators to implement the LdOI 
(Rogers, 2003). He described my CBAM posits that external change facilitators act as 
experts in all aspects of the innovation, have been trained by the developers of the 
innovation, and/or are expert users of the innovation (Hall & Hord, 2001). For me, one of 
my most critical roles during the implementation of the APLC was that of liaison 
between the site administrators, the district office, and the county education service 
agency. My role was a coach, a mentor, an information broker, and a sounding board for 
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both district and site administrators. This role was critical in addressing some of the 
concerns of the site based administrators. I was able to apprise the superintendent of the 
progress of the implementation without having to give specific examples. Giving a “big 
picture” overview was instrumental in initiating conversations designed to address system 
wide concerns. CBAM articulation of the key functions of external change facilitators 
gave me a framework from which to design support in addition to the APLC (Hall & 
Hord, 2001). 
Kotter’s 7 Elements of Effective Communication guided my facilitation of the 
change process. The elements of simplicity give and take, leadership by example, and 
repetition of the change vision were at the forefront of my communication efforts (1996). 
Although CBAM, Roger’s Theory of Diffusion, and Kotter’s 7 Elements 
illuminated my role as an external change and professional development facilitator, they 
did not help me address the most pervasive and acute concerns related to the 
implementation of the LdOI. Administrators had the sense of urgency, they were the 
guiding coalition, and they were already innovators and risk-takers in a culture of 
innovation. Communication structures were strong and ongoing. What seemed to have a 
greater influence on the success of this innovation was the nature of the innovation itself 
and the paradigm shift it represented, the lack of time, and the inability to have 
administrators’ deeply-rooted concerns addressed and mitigated.  (Hall & Hord, 2001; 
Rogers, 2003; Kotter, 1996). 
Questions related to how to ease the unrelenting apprehension administrators 
experienced regarding scores and labels due to state legislation and grant requirements 
remained unanswered.  
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Implications for Practice 
 Findings from this action research study inform several implications for this small 
urban district as they move forward with further implementation of the LdOI. My 
purpose as an action researcher was to explore the first year implementation of the LdOI 
in this small district and provide support in finding solutions to any possible hindrances 
or impediments that might surface and increase the effectiveness of the support structures 
for administrators as they participated in first year implementation (Stringer, 2007; Herr 
& Anderson, 2005).  One of the strongest findings was that site level administrators felt 
overwhelmed with the number of initiatives. In my role as the external facilitator/change 
agent/action researcher,  I brought this finding to the Assistant Superintendent and the 
Superintendent’s Advisory Council (SAC). As a result of very open and focused 
conversations held by the district directors, there will be an administrator retreat this year. 
One of the goals is to create a strategic plan and analyze all of the initiatives and retain 
only the initiatives that move the mission and vision forward. Principals are to be 
included in this decision making process.  
 Another implication for practice in this district is the need to build district systems 
to create the environment for success for the building level administrators as they 
implement the LdOI in their daily practice. It is not enough that they have an 
understanding of the LdOI Rubric; they need district support in defining and creating 
settings and management system artifacts that are aligned to the LdOI . It is imperative if 
the district is to retain the site administrators to build and implement these structures.   
 The positive findings related to the structure of the APLC sessions provide a 
possible model for other Professional Learning Community settings. The theoretical 
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framework of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development and Social Learning, the 
intentional use of Synectics to connect new learning and bring a sense of fun increase the 
level of learner engagement and provide a positive emotional setting for collaborative 
learning to take place (Vygotsky, 1978; Weaver & Prince, 1990).  
 There are six other LEAs in the REIL TNG Alliance. The findings of this study 
might provide an impetus for other districts to use the CBAM SOCQ survey to determine 
if the concerns identified by this district’s administrators are the same throughout the 
alliance. This study’s findings suggest that information gleaned would be beneficial in 
providing support for all building level administrators. In addition, the findings might 
inform the county education service agency in their efforts to support LEAs in designing 
professional development for TIF 4 grant implementation. Preliminary findings from this 
study were shared on an ongoing basis with the Program Director and the Cross-District 
Field Specialist assigned to LdOI professional development planning and support for 
REIL-TNG alliance. They have expressed interest in using the findings to make 
adjustments and refinements to the support given to administrators during LdOI 
implementation. 
Limitations of the Study 
 The following limitations should be considered when reviewing the findings and 
considerations presented in this study. 
Limited Time  
The relatively short duration of the innovation data collection sequence may have 
had an impact on the results of the SoCQ and the LoU Branching Interviews. According 
to Hall and Hord (2001), the change process for successful innovation implementation 
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takes three to five years. This action research study took place over a six-month time 
frame. Therefore, the data is representative of a snapshot in time and not the complete 
three to five year plan for LdOI implementation articulated by the REIL-TNG change 
theory model. This limitation was a factor in data collection because there was 
insufficient time to get an accurate picture of the changes in concerns, levels of use, and 
perceptions as administrators moved into a higher stage of capacity (Hall & Hord, 2001; 
Vygotsky, 1978). They did not reach a higher stage of capacity due to the short duration 
of the study. 
Sampling Procedure 
The non-random selection of participants was both small and purposeful and 
therefore the results of this study may not be generalized (Creswell, 2009). The 
administrators are from a specific context and may not represent a broad number of 
school administrators. They may have certain characteristics and or experiences that 
predisposed them to certain outcomes. Because of this limitation, the findings are not 
meant to be representative of the general population of school administrators. It is the 
responsibility of the reader to transfer these findings to other contexts. 
Experimenter Effect 
My role as an external facilitator had the potential to have a significant impact on 
the validity of the study (Creswell, 2009). Participants may have behaved differently due 
to my positionality. My attitudes and actions may have triggered unnatural or guarded 
responses. My plan to mitigate or overcome this possibility was to be very open about the 
purpose of the study and my desire to get genuine and honest responses from the 
administrators. The constructivist approach used in the APLC meetings was also a 
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mitigating factor as the expertise and collaboration of the members to eliminate a sense of 
hierarchy was utilized. Member checks were used during meetings and in interviews in 
order to diminish any possible experimenter biases related to my expectations (Herr & 
Anderson, 2005). The emphasis was placed on their learning, collaboration, and practice 
as they constructed meaning from the LdOI. 
Maturation  
Maturation would be an expected outcome of this innovation as the administrators 
gained more experience with the LdOI and it could be difficult to separate the impact of 
the APLC innovation from use of the LdOI in their practice. Because of the nature of this 
one-group study, there was no other control group with which to compare any differences 
(Creswell, 2009).  
Implications for Research 
 My next steps as an action researcher will be to use the findings to inform future 
APLC sessions as a part of supporting administrators in long term implementation of the 
LdOI. In order to do this well, I will need to use the findings in such a way as to frame 
new research questions. These new research questions will continue to evolve as new 
concerns and challenges arise. I may choose the following research questions to continue 
my work with the administrators. 
1. How, and to what extent, do administrators’ concerns and levels of use change 
as district-wide systems of support related to LdOI implementation are put in 
place? 
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2. How do I continue to support administrators in the APLC as their 
understanding of the LdOI increases and they become more experienced users 
of the LdOI? 
3. How, and in what ways, does the receiving of a “REIL Score” impact the 
concerns and retention of administrators? 
 Findings from this study revealed an array of concerns and insights about 
implementing a high stakes evaluation system for administrators. A better understanding 
of the impact of these types of systems on administrators could be important to the 
education service agency and the REIL-TNG alliance LEAs. It could also be important 
for other districts in other states as they consider such an implementation. A body of 
knowledge or research that addresses effective professional development that supports 
administrators undergoing this type of paradigm shift in evaluation practices does not 
appear to be well documented.  
Closing Thoughts 
 The opening quote for this study identified the complexity of the known world of 
administrators. The literature supported this idea of complexity. This final chapter opened 
with a quote that eloquently expressed my feelings towards the findings. I started out in a 
professional development ship outfitted with change theory, best practices for 
professional development, and supporting literature, anticipating a peaceful journey and a 
familiar destination.  With the administrators onboard, we charted our course and set sail. 
We found we had embarked on a voyage into uncharted waters. We navigated shoals of 
competing priorities, weathered storms of uncertainty, and waited becalmed as emotions 
related to scores took the wind out of our sails. Along the way, a colleague was lost as he 
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abandoned ship due to the rough seas of stress. These thoughts conclude this dissertation; 
however, the journey is far from complete. In many ways it has just begun. What will we 
find when we reach at the end of our five year voyage? Will administrators survive and 
thrive? Will we find a bright new world of higher student learning and more effective 
teachers and administrators? The only certainty is that it will be a fascinating voyage to a 
world we have yet to encounter. 
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Standard 1: An education leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating the development, 
articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by all 
stakeholders. 
Functions 
  Collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission 
 Collect and use data to identify goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and promote organizational 
learning 
 Create and implement plans to achieve goals  
  Promote continuous and sustainable improvement  
  Monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans 
Standard 2: An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating, nurturing, and 
sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional 
growth. 
Functions 
 Nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration, trust, learning, and high expectations 
 Create a comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular program 
 Create a personalized and motivating learning environment for students 
 Supervise instruction 
 Develop assessment and accountability systems to monitor student progress 
 Develop the instructional and leadership capacity of staff 
 Maximize time spent on quality instruction 
 Promote the use of the most effective and appropriate technologies to support teaching and learning 
 Monitor and evaluate the impact of the instructional program 
Standard 3: An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring management of the 
organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. 
Functions 
 Monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems 
 Obtain, allocate, align, and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological resources 
 Promote and protect the welfare and safety of students and staff 
 Develop the capacity for distributed leadership 
 Ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality instruction and student learning 
Standard 4: An education leader promotes the success of every student by collaborating with faculty and 
community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community 
resources. 
Functions 
 Collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educational environment 
 Promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the community’s diverse cultural, social, and 
            intellectual resources 
 Build and sustain positive relationships with families and caregivers   
 Build and sustain productive relationships with community partners 
Standard 5: An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with integrity, fairness, and in 
an ethical manner. 
Functions 
 Ensure a system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success 
 Model principles of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical behavior 
 Safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and diversity 
 Consider and evaluate the potential moral and legal consequences of decision making 
 Promote social justice and ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects of schooling 
Standard 6: An education leader promotes the success of every student by understanding, responding to, and 
influencing the political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 
Functions 
 Advocate for children, families, and caregivers 
 Act to influence local, district, state, and national decisions affecting student learning 
 Assess, analyze, and anticipate emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt leadership strategies 
 Created from Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards (2008) 
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BALSZ ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 31 
ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION 
FORM A 
            
         Date         
Employee                  
 
Assignment           
 
Each item below which is satisfactorily achieved will be marked with (S).  Any item which is not 
satisfactorily achieved will be marked with (N).  Any item not pertaining to the job description will 
be indicated by (N/A), not applicable.  Any item on which the evaluator is unable to make a judgment 
will be marked (U), unknown.  A comments section has been provided satisfactorily achieved, 
specific suggestions for improvement must be given in the comments section. 
 
 
  S  N        N/A  U  1.  LEADERSHIP 
            Indicators: 
 Involves staff in planning programs. 
 Actively encourages high staff morale. 
 Works with personnel in creating and maintaining 
an environment conducive to learning. 
 Uses appropriate support personnel effectively in 
the school program. 
 Guides to completion the work of others both in the 
teaching and administrative roles. 
Comments: 
           
 
 
S N N/A  U  2.  PROBLEM SOLVING AND INITIATIVE 
         Indicators: 
 Initiates changes needed to support the educational 
program including facilities, materials, and 
equipment which accomplish school goals and 
objectives. 
 Uses available resources and initiative to effect 
positive solutions to perplexing problems within 
the limits of one’s authority. 
Comments: 
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S N N/A  U  3.  PLANNING, ORGANIZATION, AND  
           IMPLEMENTATION      
Indicators: 
 Relates program objectives and activities of the 
school to required resources. 
 Arranges budget requests in priority order 
according to the school’s goals and objectives. 
 Uses student needs assessment data in planning, 
organizing, and implementing the instructional 
program.   
 Uses supervisory techniques which result in 
improved staff performance. 
 Monitors effectively all programs to achieve 
maximum results. 
 Identifies staff development needs and planning 
activities to meet those needs. 
 Determines, evaluates, and maintains standards for 
participation in student activities. 
 Implements alternative approaches to student 
discipline. 
 Conducts productive staff evaluations. 
 Insures that co-curricular school activities are 
scheduled efficiently. 
Comments: 
      
 
 
S N N/A  U  4.  RELIABILITY 
      Indicators: 
 Follows through on responsibilities, assignments, 
and instructions without continuous supervision. 
 Exercises professional judgment in absences; is 
punctual to work, meetings, and appointments. 
 Responds promptly and willingly to directions and 
requests to supervisors. 
Comments: 
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S N N/A  U  5.  INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 
      Indicators: 
 Serves as an advocate of students and 
communicates with them regarding aspects of their 
school life. 
 Facilitates the guidance and counseling of 
students/personnel. 
 Establishes and maintains an open communications 
system with staff. 
 Involves staff in the identification of goals and 
activities necessary for personal and professional 
development. 
 Demonstrates concern and openness in the 
consideration of teacher and/or student problems. 
 Uses effective techniques in establishing and 
maintaining good public relations. 
 Respects confidences and recognizes matters in 
which confidentiality is necessary. 
 
Comments: 
      
 
 
S N N/A  U  6.  PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE 
      Indicators: 
 Determines the extent to which the educational 
program is meeting the needs of the students. 
 Demonstrates the ability to keep abreast of current 
and innovative trends in education pertinent to one’s 
field. 
 Demonstrates knowledge of educational and 
administrative applications of computers. 
 
Comments: 
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S N N/A  U  7.  COMPLIANCE WITH POLICIES, RULES,  
      REGULATIONS 
             Indicators: 
 Understands and complies with Local, State, and 
Federal legal requirements in education in Arizona. 
 Fulfills duties as outlined on job description. 
 Completes school district and Arizona Department 
of Education forms as required. 
 Implements budgeting and accounting requirements 
used by the district in monitoring expenditure of 
funds in various accounts. 
Comments: 
      
 
 
 
S N N/A  U  8.  APPEARANCE 
     Indicators: 
 Creates a favorable impression as a representative 
of the school district. 
 
Comments: 
      
 
 
 
_________________________________  __________________ 
Administrator Signature       Date 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________________  ________________________ 
Evaluator Signature       Date 
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Dear Administrative Colleagues:  
  
I am a Doctoral student under the direction of Dr. Keith Wetzel, Associate Professor in 
the College of Education at Arizona State University.  I am conducting an action research 
study about administrator learning of the standards-based administrator evaluation 
instrument (Leading Observation Instrument) during Administrator Professional Learning 
Community (APLC) sessions. 
    
I am inviting your participation in this study and the accompanying dialogues and 
professional development that will occur from August through December 2013, during 
one to two professional development sessions a month for about two to three hours each. 
This study will involve professional development in all aspects of the LdOI. Participating 
administrators in the study will interpret rubrics from the LdOI and will participate in 
exercises to facilitate a deeper understanding of the LdOI.  
 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  You must be 18 or older in order to participate.  
If you choose not to participate or to withdraw from the study at any time, there will not 
be a penalty and it will not affect your participation in district professional development.  
You have the right not to answer any question, and to stop participation at any time. 
There are no known risks from taking part in this study, but in any research, there is some 
possibility that you may be subject to risks that have not yet been identified.  The benefits 
of your participation in this research study includes professional development that 
provides time to work with your peers to improve administrator practice and an 
opportunity to help others learn how administrators think and act in this type of 
professional development.    
 
All information obtained in this study will be confidential. I will be collecting data in the 
form of: pre and post survey responses, meeting and interview transcripts, and my 
researcher’s reflective journal. I would like to audiotape or videotape your participation 
in the professional development sessions and individual interviews. However, if you do 
not want to be recorded, you have the right to ask not to be recorded at any time.  You 
can also change your mind once the recording starts, just let me know.   
  
All data collection measures will be analyzed and described in my final dissertation. 
These data will be kept confidential, and anonymity of each participant will be 
maintained.  No identifying information will be gathered. You will choose a unique, four-
digit memorable identifier to respond to surveys. Additionally, our school and district 
names will not be identified in my final dissertation study.  The audiotapes and any hard 
copies of transcripts or survey results will be stored in a secured cabinet in my office.  All 
electronic data will be stored on a secure password protected server. All data will be 
destroyed at the end of three years (2017).  
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If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact the research team 
at:  
  
Dr. Keith Wetzel, Principal Investigator  Leah W. Esmont, Co-Investigator  
4701 W. Thunderbird Ave   507 W. Sweetwater Ave. 
(602) 543-6369               (602) 791-2606 
  
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this research, or if you feel 
you have been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of Human Subjects Institutional 
Review Board, through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at 480-965-
6788.  Please let me know if you want to be part of the study.    
  
Sincerely,    
 
Leah W. Esmont 
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__ __/ __ __ (Unique memorable identifier) 
 
Dear Administrative Colleague, 
 
Please take the time to review the rubrics of the LdOI and self-assess your current 
understanding/proficiency level on each element in each rubric. Also give a brief 
narrative justification of the evidence for your score. This may be any evidence you 
choose- feelings, experience, etc.  The information gathered from this self-assessment will 
be used to inform the LdOI content of our APLC sessions.  
 
Please give as accurate and frank a rating as you can. 
 
The results of your individual responses to this survey will be entirely confidential. Your 
responses will not be associated with your identity or the identity of your campus or 
department.  
 
Thank you, 
Leah W. Esmont 
 
 
Instructional Conferencing-Self-Assessment 
LdOI – INSTRUCTIONAL CONFERENCING SETTING 
ELEMENT SCORE EVIDENCE 
Leading Instruction –  
Observation and Evaluation 
of Instruction 
  
Leading Instruction –  
Pre-and Post- Conference 
Data Gathering 
  
Leading Instruction –  
Post-Conference: 
Reinforcement and 
Refinement 
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Business/Parent Meeting-Self-Assessment 
 
 
Site Visit-Self-Assessment 
LdOI – SITE VISIT SETTING 
ELEMENT SCORE EVIDENCE 
Building Relationships 
–  
Accessibility 
  
Building Relationships 
–  
Mutual Trust and 
Respect 
  
Securing 
Accountability - 
Supervision of 
Written, Taught, and 
Tested Curriculum 
  
Securing 
Accountability - 
Implementation of 
Strategies 
  
LdOI – BUSINESS/PARENT MEETING SETTING 
ELEMENT SCORE EVIDENCE 
Building Relationships 
– Mutual Trust and 
Respect 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Developing the 
Organization – 
Group Facilitation 
 
Optional 
 
 
 
 
Developing the 
Organization – 
Communication 
  
 
 
Developing the 
Organization- 
Management 
Systems 
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Leadership Team-Self-Assessment 
LdOI – LEADERSHIP TEAM MEETING SETTING 
ELEMENT SCORE EVIDENCE 
Setting & 
Communicating 
Direction –Shared 
Purpose 
  
Building Relationships – 
Conflict Facilitation 
  
Developing the 
Organization – Group 
Facilitation 
  
Developing the 
Organization – 
Change Process 
  
Developing the 
Organization – 
Communication 
Optional  
Developing the 
Organization – 
Management Systems 
Optional  
Developing the 
Organization – 
Recruitment, Retention, 
& Succession Planning 
  
Leading Instruction – 
Professional 
Development: Adjusting 
Support 
  
Securing Accountability 
-  Accountability for 
Goals 
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Professional Learning-Self-Assessment 
 
 
 
 
  
LdOI – PROFESSIONAL  LEARNING SETTING 
ELEMENT SCORE EVIDENCE 
Setting & 
Communicating 
Direction –Shared 
Purpose 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Building 
Relationships – 
Conflict Facilitation 
 
 
 
 
 
Developing the 
Organization – 
Group Facilitation 
Optional  
 
 
Developing the 
Organization – 
Change Process 
  
 
Leading Instruction – 
Professional 
Development: New 
Learning 
  
 
 
 
Leading Instruction – 
Professional 
Development: 
Collaborative 
Learning Structures 
 
 
 
 
 
Securing 
Accountability -  
Accountability for 
Goals 
Optional  
 
Securing 
Accountability -  
Implementation of 
Strategies 
Optional  
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One Legged Interview Statements/Questions 
 
All questions/statements will be open ended to allow administrators to share concerns 
about implementation of the LdOI in their own words. Participant confidentiality will be 
maintained by using unique, memorable identifiers. 
 
 How is it going? 
 What are you doing with the LdOI? 
 How do you feel about the LdOI? 
 When you think about the LdOI what concerns do you have?  Please be frank.  
 
I will use probes to clarify my understanding 
 
 Tell me what you mean by … 
 Give me an example of … 
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Date/Time: 
Activity: What did I do? What happened? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Who: Who was there/involved? What did they do/say? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thoughts: 
 
 
 
APPENDIX 
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From: Kristine Morris - MCESAX 
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 7:35 AM 
To: Leah Esmont - MCESAX 
Cc: lesmont@balsz.org; Lori Renfro - MCESAX 
Subject: RE: Written Permisson needed 
 
Leah, 
 
  
 
You have MCESA’s permission to use, with proper citation, information specified in 
your email below.  Look forward to your publication! 
 
Kristine 
 
  
 
 ___________________________________________________________ 
 
From: Leah Esmont - MCESAX 
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 6:32 AM 
To: Kristine Morris - MCESAX 
Cc: lesmont@balsz.org 
Subject: Written Permisson needed 
Importance: High 
 
  
 
Hello Kristine, 
 
I sent my dissertation to the editor and she informed me that I need written permission to 
use the MCESA information that you gave me verbal permission for in the fall. I know 
you are very busy, but if at all possible would you send me an email that states that I have 
permission to use them? I used the charts from the Closer Look series and from the 
Educator Guides that showed the vision for change and the REIL score components for 
site level administrators. 
 
I am sorry to be in a hurry, but could you send me an email today? She needs to add it 
before it can be sent to ASU. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Leah 
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